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MULTIPLICATIVE CONSTANTS AND MAXIMAL MEASURABLE
COCYCLES IN BOUNDED COHOMOLOGY
M. MORASCHINI AND A. SAVINI
Abstract. Inspired by the theory of maximal representations via bounded co-
homology, we introduce the notion of both multiplicative constant and maximal
measurable cocycle. Maximal cocycles satisfy usually a trivialization property,
since under suitable hypothesis they are cohomologous to a preferred representa-
tion.
The main application of this paper is the definition and the study of the Cartan
invariant of a measurable cocycle associated to a complex hyperbolic lattice. We
first extend the classic Cartan invariant of representations to measurable cocycles.
Then, built on our fibered multiplicative formula, we completely describe the
relation between totally real cocycles and the vanishing of the Cartan invariant.
In this way we get an extension of a result of Burger and Iozzi [BI12, Theorem 1.1]
to the case of measurable cocycles. Finally, applying our theory of multiplicative
constants, we completely characterize measurable cocycles with maximal Cartan
invariant as the ones which can be trivialized.
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1. Introduction
1.1. Historical background. A fruitful approach to the study of geometric struc-
tures on a topological space X is to introduce a function whose critical values detect
some nice structures on X, for instance the ones with many symmetries. Typi-
cally, one defines a bounded function and then either its maximum or its minimum
corresponds to the desired structure. One of the easiest example is given by the
elementary problem to find the rectangle with largest area among the ones with
a fixed perimeter. In this case, the maximum of the area function corresponds to
the square. More generally, if we consider a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R2 with smooth
boundary, the isoperimetric inequality show that the minimum of the ratio between
the square of the length of the boundary and the area of Ω is attained if and only
if the domain is a disk.
The key point of the previous approach is that the above inequalities are all sharp.
The interest in such inequalities has grown in the years finding many applications.
One of the most striking applications is the study of lattices in semisimple Lie
groups. More precisely, given two simple Lie groups of non-compact type G,G′ and
a lattice Γ ≤ G, Burger and Iozzi [BI09] described a nice technique to construct
numerical invariants associated to any representation ρ : Γ→ G′. Using the induced
map by ρ in continuous bounded cohomology H•cb(ρ), the main idea to define the
desired invariant is to pullback a preferred class Ψ′ ∈ H•cb(G
′;R) along H•cb(ρ) and
then evaluate it on the fundamental class of Γ\X via the Kronecker pairing and the
comparison map. Here X is the Riemannian symmetric space associated to G and
Γ\X denotes the quotient manifold (notice that the fundamental class is in fact a
relative fundamental class when the manifold Γ\X is not compact).
The construction of such invariants allows to suitably realize them as real mul-
tiplicative constants, i.e. real numbers appearing in a integral formula. Burger
and Iozzi themselves refer to the latter as useful formula [BI09]. Indeed, they
explain [BI09] that the useful formula encodes all the information about the mul-
tiplicative constant, and hence about the chosen invariant. For instance, one can
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usually show that those numerical invariants are bounded and their maximum corre-
sponds precisely to those representations induced by representations of the ambient
group.
The first example of this construction dates back to the study of representations
ρ : Γg → Homeo
+(S1) of the surface group Γg = π1(Σg), where Σg is a closed
surface of genus g ≥ 2. Indeed, since Ghys [Ghy87] proved that the Euler class is
bounded, i.e. eb ∈ H
2
b(Homeo
+(S1);Z), one can pullback it and define the Euler
invariant eu(ρ) of the representation. This numerical invariant is constant along
the semiconjugacy class of ρ. Moreover, Milnor [Mil58] and Wood [Woo71] proved
indipendently that the absolute value of the Euler invariant is bounded from above
by the modulus of the Euler characteristic χ(Σg). Following the idea of maximal
representations described above, Matsumoto [Mat87] proved that the maximal value
of the Euler invariant corresponds to those representations that are semiconjugated
to a hyperbolization π0 : Γg → PSL(2,R). The analogous result using bounded
cohomology has been developed by Iozzi [Ioz02].
During the years, similar techniques have been also extended to the context
of representations of higher dimensional hyperbolic lattices, both in the real and
in the complex cases. For instance, let us consider a torsion-free lattice Γ ≤
PO◦(n, 1) ∼= Isom(HnR) with n ≥ 3. In this setting Mostow-Prasad Rigidity Theo-
rem [Mos68, Pra73] implies that any lattice isomorphic to Γ is actually conjugated
to it via an element of PO(n, 1). The original proof by Mostow was based on
quasi-conformal maps of spheres, but later Thurston [Thu79] and Gromov [Gro82]
proposed an alternative proof via ℓ1-homology and simplicial volume. In a dual
way, since the group with twisted real coefficients Hncb(PO(n, 1);Rε) is generated by
the volume class, Bucher, Burger and Iozzi [BBI13] introduced the notion of volume
Vol(ρ) of a representation ρ : Γ→ PO◦(n, 1) via the pullback of such cohomological
class. As in the case of the Euler invariant, also the volume of representations is
constant along the PO◦(n, 1)-conjugacy classes and it satisfies a Milnor-Wood type
inequality |Vol(ρ)| ≤ Vol(Γ\HnR), where Γ\H
n
R is the real hyperbolic manifold with
fundamental group Γ. The study of the maximality of this invariant shows that the
maximum is attained if and only if the representation is PO(n, 1)-conjugated to the
standard lattice embedding i : Γ→ PO(n, 1) [BBI13]. This result formalizes a dual
statement of Mostow-Prasad Rigidity Theorem in the context of representations.
Dealing with complex hyperbolic lattices, something analogous happens. If we
assume that Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) is a torsion-free lattice, with n ≥ 2, we can associate
a numerical invariant to representations ρ : Γ → PU(m, 1), with m ≥ n ≥ 2. In
this setting the Ka¨hler form ωm on the complex hyperbolic space H
m
C determines
a bounded cohomology class κbm ∈ H
2
cb(PU(m, 1);R) which is also a generator of
the one-dimensional real vector space. Then, Burger and Iozzi [BI07b] defined the
Cartan invariant i(ρ) via the pullback of the previous class κbm. Given a measurable
ρ-equivariant map ϕ : HnC → H
m
C , the interpretation of the latter invariant as a
multiplicative constant leads to the study the incidence structure of chains with
respect to ϕ (see Section 5.1). As in the previous examples, the Cartan invariant
satisfies the following inequality |iρ| ≤ 1, where the equality iρ = 1 holds if and only
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if ρ is conjugated to the standard lattice embedding i : Γ → PU(n, 1) ≤ PU(m, 1)
(the group PU(n, 1) is seen as a subgroup of PU(m, 1) via the upper-left corner
injection). In the case of non-uniform lattices, an analogous result was obtained by
Koziarz-Maubon [KM08] via an alternative approach involving harmonic maps.
For sake of completeness we mention that the study of representations of lattices
of rank-one Lie groups has been systematically investigated via equivariant maps.
Dunfield [Dun99], Francaviglia and Klaff [Fra04, FK06] and Kim and Kim [KK14]
gave a different definition of volume of representations ρ : Γ → PO(m, 1), where
Γ ≤ PO(n, 1) is a torsion-free lattice and m ≥ n ≥ 2. Some of these results rely
on the notion of natural maps introduced by Besson, Courtois and Gallot [BCG95,
BCG96, BCG98] and more precisely on the sharp estimate on the Jacobian of such
maps. Actually the volume rigidity can be extended even at ideal points of the
representations space, as proved by both Francaviglia and one of the authors [FS18,
Sav18].
In the particular case of 3-manifold groups, i.e. when Γ is a torsion-free lattice in
PO◦(3, 1), one could also study representations into PSL(n,C). Following the work
of Goncharov [Gon93], Bucher, Burger and Iozzi [BBI18] proved that the Borel
class βb(n) ∈ PSL(n,C) is a generator. This allows them to pullback βb(n) along a
representation and define the Borel invariant βn(ρ). Again, this numerical invariant
is bounded from above by a constant proportional to the volume Vol(Γ\H3R). Here
the maximality of the Borel invariant detects the PSL(n,C)-conjugacy class of the
geometric representation, i.e. the composition of the standard lattice embedding
i : Γ → PSL(2,C) with the irreducible representation πn : PSL(2,C) → PSL(n,C).
It is still an open question proposed by Guilloux [Gui17, Conjecture 1] if the Borel
function is rigid also at the ideal points of the character variety X(Γ,PSL(n,C)).
One of the authors partially answered to the question when Γ is the tetrahedral
reflection lattice [Savb] (in the same spirit we mention also the ω-Borel invariant
defined in [Sav19]).
The importance of multiplicative constants becomes even more clear in the study
of representations of either surface groups or complex hyperbolic lattices into the
connected component of the identity G = Isom◦(X) of isometries of a Hermitian
symmetric space. In the case of surface groups it is worth mentioning the Toledo
invariant studied by Burger-Iozzi-Wienhard [BIW10], who gave a great contribution
to the comprehension of higher Te¨ichmuller theory and maximal representations.
When G = SU(m,n), for complex lattices we refer to the superrigidity result of
Pozzetti [Poz15], which should be thought of as an adaptation of Margulis [Mar75]
to context of rank-one lattices.
1.2. Measurable cocycles and multiplicative constants. Recently, inspired
by the Bader, Furman and Sauer’s definition of Euler number for self-couplings via
bounded cohomology [BFS13], the authors extended several numerical invariants
of representations to the theory of measurable cocycles. First, one of the authors
investigated the Borel invariant of measurable cocycles of 3-manifold groups with
values into PSL(n,C) [Sava]. Then, the authors [MS] extended the notion of both
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the volume and the Euler number of representations to measurable cocycles of real
hyperbolic lattices Γ ≤ PO◦(n, 1), with n ≥ 2.
One of the aims of this paper is to present a uniform introduction to the theory of
multiplicative constants and maximal measurable cocycles via bounded cohomology.
We consider the following general setting. Let G,G′ be two locally compact second
countable groups and let L,Q ≤ G be two closed subgroups. Assume that Q is
amenable and that L\G admits a G-invariant probability measure. Let (X,µX ) be
a standard Borel probability L-space and let Y be a measurable G′-space. Moreover,
given a measurable cocycle σ : L × X → G′ we assume there exists a generalized
boundary map φ : G/Q × X → Y , i.e. a measurable σ-equivariant map. Under
this hypothesis, one can construct a pullback map C•(ΦX) at the level of bounded
measurable cochains with real coefficients (see Section 3.1) which induces a well-
defined map in cohomology. This allows to consider the pullback of a chosen bounded
cohomology class (for instance, the Euler class, the volume class and the Borel class,
referring to the examples mentioned above).
Remarkably, this approach always extends the construction of the ordinary nu-
merical invariant of representations. Indeed, given any continuous representation
ρ : L → G′, one can always define a measurable cocycle σρ associated to it. Then,
since by Burger and Iozzi [BI02] the map H•cb(ρ) can be implemented at the level
of cochains using measurable boundary maps, we show in Proposition 3.14 that
our pullback map associated to σρ agrees with the one associated to ρ described
by Burger and Iozzi. Moreover, our pullback remains unchanged along the G′-
cohomology class of the cocycle σ (see Proposition 3.12).
The general theory of pullbacks along measurable cocycles (and their respective
boundary maps) leads to the following easy multiplicative formula, which allows
us to study the maximality of the invariants of measurable cocycles (it may be
interpreted as an extension of [BI09, Proposition 2.44, Principle 3.1]):
Proposition 1 (Easy multiplicative formula). In the situation described above, we
have the following results:
(1) Let ψ′ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
be an everywhere defined G′-invariant cocycle. Let
ψ ∈ L∞((G/Q)•+1)G be a G-invariant cocycle. Denote by Ψ ∈ H•cb(G;R) the
class of ψ. If we suppose that Ψ = trans•G/Q[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)], then we have∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x)dµX(x)dµ(g) = ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) + cobound. ,
for almost every (η1, . . . , η•+1) ∈ (G/Q)
•+1.
(2) Suppose that H•cb(G;R)
∼= RΨ(= R[ψ]). Then, there exists a real constant
λψ′,ψ(σ) ∈ R depending on σ, ψ
′, ψ such that∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x)dµX(x)dµ(g) = λψ′,ψ(σ) · ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1)
+ cobound. ,
for almost every (η1, . . . , η•+1) ∈ (G/Q)
•+1.
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This integral formula which may appear quite complicated at first sight, enables
us to introduce the fundamental notion ofmultiplicative constant λψ′,ψ(σ) associated
to a measurable cocycle σ and two given bounded cocycles ψ,ψ′ (see Definition 3.16).
When there is no coboundary term in the formula, we show that the multiplicative
constant appearing in Proposition 1 is always bounded (see Proposition 3.17) and
its maximal value is attained if and only if the cocycle σ can be trivialized, i.e. it is
cohomologous to a cocycle induced by a representation G→ G′ (see Theorem 3.20).
Several instances of this general theory are presented in Section 3.5, where we collect
some previous works of the authors.
Unfortunately this approach does not work if we need to evaluate essentially
bounded functions over subsets of measure zero (this is the case for instance when
we consider chains in ∂∞H
n
C, see Section 5.1). This obstruction leads us to in-
troduce a suitable extension of our pullback map by considering L∞-coefficients
instead of real ones. Using the notion of fibered product space and the associated
L∞-resolution, we implement a pullback map which factors through the standard
pullback map (see Proposition 4.6). This allows to compute multiplicative constants
via a fibered multiplicative formula (see Proposition 4.10). This result extends the
easy multiplicative formula mentioned above (Proposition 1) and it will be funda-
mental for the study of the Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles. However, since
it is rather technical, we prefer to not state it in the Introduction.
1.3. Application: Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1)
be a torsion-free lattice, with n ≥ 2. The interest in the study of representations of Γ
into PU(m, 1), wherem ≥ n ≥ 2 dates back to the work of Goldman-Millson [GM87],
Corlette [Cor88] and Toledo [Tol89]. Given such a representation ρ : Γ→ PU(m, 1),
as mentioned before, Burger and Iozzi [BI07b] introduce the notion of Cartan in-
variant iρ associated to ρ.
In this paper, as the main application of our general fibered multiplicative for-
mula 4.10, we introduce and study the Cartan invariant associated to measurable
cocycles. More precisely, let (X,µX) be a standard Borel probability Γ-space and
let σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1) be a measurable cocycle. If we assume the existence of an
essentially unique boundary map φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C associated to σ, then we
can apply the machinery developed in Section 3.1 to define the pullback of a multi-
ple of the Cartan cocycle cm : (∂∞H
m
C )
3 → R. Since πcn is a representative of the
bounded Ka¨hler class κbm ∈ H
2
cb(PU(m, 1);R), the pullback of such a cochain along φ
determines canonically a bounded Γ-invariant differential form ω(σ) on HnC [BI07a].
Being bounded, the form ω(σ) is also square-integrable (this is always true when
the quotient manifoldM := Γ\HnC is compact) and, using the natural scalar product
on H2(2)(M) induced by the Riemannian structure, we orthogonally project it on the
subspace generated by the Ka¨hler form ωM . The real number we obtain in this way
is the Cartan invariant i(σ).
We verify that this numerical invariant generalizes the one introduced by Burger
and Iozzi for representations in Proposition 5.3. Additionally by Proposition 5.4 the
invariant is constant on the PU(m, 1)-cohomology classes.
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Remarkably, the Cartan invariant can be expressed in the language of multplica-
tive constants introduced in Section 3.4, from which follows directly its boundedness
(see also Proposition 5.5 and Corollary 5.7).
The possibility to express the Cartan invariant as a multiplicative constant leads
us to the study of totally real cocycles, in the spirit of the definition given by Burger
and Iozzi [BI12]. When the Γ-space X is ergodic and the boundary map is minimal
in the sense of Furstenberg [Fur81], we prove in Theorem 2 that totally real cocycles
are characterized by the vanishing of the pullback of the Cartan cocycle. This
extends the main result of the Burger and Iozzi’s work [BI12] to this setting.
Theorem 2. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and and let (X,µX) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space. Given a measurable cocycle σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1)
with m ≥ n ≥ 2, assume that there exists an essentially unique boundary map
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Then, we have the followings
(1) If σ is totally real, then i(σ) = 0;
(2) If Γ acts ergodically on X, φ is minimal and C2(φ) = 0, then σ is totally
real.
Finally, we show that our Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles satisfies a
rigidity result, which extends the one by Burger and Iozzi for representations [BI07b,
Theorem 2].
Theorem 3. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice, with n ≥ 2. Let (X,µX )
be a standard Borel probability Γ-space . Given a measurable cocycle σ : Γ ×X →
PU(m, 1) with essentially unique boundary map φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C , we have
|i(σ)| ≤ 1 .
In particular, i(σ) = 1 if and only if σ is cohomologous to the cocycle σi induced by
the standard lattice embedding i : Γ→ PU(n, 1) ≤ PU(m, 1), where PU(n, 1) is seen
as a subgroup of PU(m, 1) via the upper-left corner injection.
The proof of the previous theorem crucially relies to the interpretation of the
fibered multiplicative formula in this specific context. In order to apply that formula,
a fundamental role is played by the configuration space C
[3]
n of triples of points on
chains of ∂∞H
n
C. Given the boundary map φ, this induces canonically a measurable
map on the configuration space, that is φ[3] : C
[3]
n ×X → (∂∞H
m
C )
3. This map can be
thought of as a fibered boundary map. With this notation, we prove the following:
Proposition 4. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and let (X,µX) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space . Consider a measurable cocycle σ : Γ × X →
PU(m, 1) with m ≥ n ≥ 2. Assume there exists an essentially unique boundary map
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Denote by φ
[3] : C
[3]
n ×X → (∂∞H
m
C )
3 the map induced on
the configuration space C
[3]
n . Then, we have∫
Γ\PU(n,1)
∫
X
cm(φ
[3]((g.C, gξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3), x))dµX (x)dµ(g) = i(σ)cn(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) ,
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for almost every C ∈ Cn and ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 ∈ C. Here µ is the PU(n, 1)-invariant proba-
bility measure on Γ\PU(n, 1).
Since (X,µX) is standard Borel space, the slice φx : ∂∞H
n
C → ∂∞H
m
C is mea-
surable for almost every x ∈ X by [FMW04, Lemma 2.6]. Considering a triple
(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) lying on a chain and assuming the maximality of the Cartan invariant
i(σ), we have that the slice φx respects the chain geometry and hence by [BI07b,
Theorem 1] it coincides almost everywhere with a totally geodesic embedding. The
conclusion then follows from a result of Bader, Furman and Sauer [BFS13, Propo-
sition 3.2].
1.4. Plan of the paper. In Section 2, we recall basic terminology about bounded
cohomology and measurable cocycles. More precisely, one can find the definition of
amenable actions, measurable cocycles and boundary maps (Section 2.1), Burger and
Monod’s approach to bounded cohomology (Section 2.2), transfer maps in bounded
cohomology (Section 2.3), bounded differential forms (Section 2.4) and an introduc-
tion to fibered products and L∞-resolutions (Section 2.5).
We describe the general setting in which one can study multiplicative constants
associated to measurable cocycles in Section 3. Here, we first define the pullback
along generalized boundary maps (Section 3.1). Then, we compare our pullback
with the usual one for representation in Section 3.2. After having described our
easy multiplicative formula (Proposition 1) in Section 3.3, we introduce the notion
of multiplicative constants associated to a measurable cocycle and we study the
notion of maximality (Section 3.4). In Section 3.5, we show some applications of
the previous results.
Section 4 is mainly devoted to the extension of the previous results to fibered prod-
ucts and resolutions with L∞-coefficients. To this end, we describe a new fibered
pullback (Section 4.1) and then we show that it factors through the standard pull-
back defined above (Section 4.2). This allows us to prove the fibered multiplicative
formula in Proposition 4.10.
Finally, Section 5 contains the main application of our constructions. Here, we
introduce and study the Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles (Section 5.1). After
having proved that it extends the Cartan invariant of representations (Section 5.1),
we provide the proofs of Theorems 2 and 3 in Section 5.2. Here, we also discuss the
proof of Proposition 4.
2. Preliminary definitions and results
2.1. Amenable actions, measurable cocycles and boundary maps. In this
section we are going to introduce the notion of amenable groups and amenable ac-
tions. A particular case of the latter will be the natural action of a locally compact
second countable group G on the quotient G/Q, where Q is amenable. This ex-
ample will be crucial to construct a suitable resolution for computing the bounded
cohomology groups of G or, more generally, of any of its closed subgroup (see Sec-
tion 2.2). Quotients of the form G/Q where Q is amenable will be also the building
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blocks of generalized boundary maps associated to measurable cocycles. We are going
to introduce them along this section.
The notion of amenable spaces was introduced by Zimmer [Zim78]. We refer the
reader to Zimmer’s book [Zim84, Section 4.3] for a wider discussion on this topic (see
also [Mon01, Section 5.3] and [BI09, Section 2.5]). On the other hand, measurable
cocycles and boundary maps are discussed in details by both Furstenberg [Fur73,
Fur81] and Zimmer [Zim, Zim84].
We begin by fixing some notation that we will need along the section. Let G be
a locally compact second countable group and consider its associated Haar measure
and σ-algebra. Let (X,µ) be a standard Borel measurable G-space, i.e. a standard
Borel measurable space endowed with a measure-preserving G-action. When µ is a
probability measure without atoms, we say that (X,µ) is a standard Borel probability
G-space. If (Y, ν) is another measurable space, we denote by Meas(X,Y ) the space
of Borel measurable functions endowed with its natural topology.
In the following definition, we assume that G acts on L∞(G;R) in the following
way
g.f(g0) = f(g
−1g0) ,
for all g, g0 ∈ G and f ∈ L
∞(G;R).
Definition 2.1. A mean on L∞(G;R) is a continuous linear functional
m : L∞(G;R)→ R ,
such that m(f) ≥ 0 whenever f ≥ 0 and m(χG) = 1. We say that G is amenable
if L∞(G;R) admits a G-invariant mean (i.e. m(g.f) = m(f) for all g ∈ G and
f ∈ L∞(G;R)).
Some examples of amenable groups are given by Abelian, compact and solv-
able groups. Similarly, extensions of amenable groups by amenable groups are still
amenable and the same holds for the inductive limits of amenable groups. A typical
example of amenable group is given by any minimal parabolic subgroup P of a Lie
group G. Indeed, P is a compact extension of a solvable group and hence amenable.
There are many different ways for characterizing amenability. We recall here the
one defined in terms of a certain fixed-point property. More precisely, let E be a
Banach G-module, i.e. a separable Banach space with a continuous action of G
via linear isometries. The latter condition means that there exists a representation
π : G → Isom(E) such that the action map θpi : G × E → E, θpi(g, e) = π(g)(e) is
continuous, where G× E is endowed with the product topology. Consider now the
dual action of G on the dual Banach space E∗ with the weak-∗ topology. Then, G is
amenable if and only if there exists a point fixed by G in any G-invariant compact
convex subset of the unit ball in E∗ [Pie84, Section 1.4, Section 5.4].
This relation between actions and amenable groups leads to the definition of
amenable actions, which provides a generalization of the notion of amenable groups.
Definition 2.2. Let G be a locally compact second countable group and let (S, µ)
be a G-space with a quasi-invariant measure (i.e. it is G-invariant up to a set of
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measure zero). We say that the action of G on (S, µ) is amenable, or equivalently
(S, µ) is an amenable G-space, if there exists a norm-one G-equivariant projection
p : L∞(G× S;R)→ L∞(S;R) ,
which is L∞(S)-linear, such that p(χG×S) = χS and p(f) ≥ 0 whenever f is non-
negative.
Since action by amenable groups are amenable, the previous definition extends
Definition 2.1. Moreover, the converse also holds: any group acting on a space
with finite invariant measure is amenable [Zim84, Proposition 4.3.3]. Before re-
interpreting amenability of actions in terms of a fixed-point property, we introduce
the definition of measurable cocycle.
Definition 2.3. Let G,H be locally compact second countable groups and let (X,µ)
be a standard Borel probability G-space. A measurable cocycle (or Zimmer’s cocy-
cle) is a measurable map σ : G×X → H such that
(1) σ : G→ Meas(X,H), g 7→ σ(g, ·) ,
is continuous and σ satisfies the following
σ(g1g2, x) = σ(g1, g2.x)σ(g2, x) ,
for every g1, g2 ∈ G and almost every x ∈ X. The notation g2.x denotes the action
of G on X.
Let (S, µ) be a G-space, where µ is (quasi)-invariant. Given a separable Banach
space E, we consider a measurable cocycle σ : G× S → Isom(E). This allows us to
define an action on the space L∞(S,E∗) via σ as follows
(g.ϕ)(s) := σ(g, s)∗ϕ(g−1.s) ,
for every ϕ ∈ L∞(S,E∗). The notation σ(g, s)∗ stands for the adjoint of the isometry
σ(g, s). Denote by E∗1 the unit ball in E
∗ and suppose now that for each s ∈ S, we
have a compact convex subsetAs ⊂ E
∗
1 . Assume that As varies in a Borel measurable
way, that is the set {(s,As)|s ∈ S} ⊂ S × E
∗
1 is a Borel subset. Moreover, suppose
that the latter set is G-invariant :
Ag.s = σ(g, s)
∗As ,
for almost every s ∈ S. An affine G-space over S, denoted by Meas(S, {As}), is the
set of measurable functions f : S → E∗1 such that f(s) ∈ As for almost every s ∈ S.
If we endow L∞(S,E∗) with the weak-∗ topology, then it is immediate to check
that Meas(S, {As}) is a compact convex subset of L
∞
w∗(S,E
∗). Moreover, an affine
G-space over S is clearly G-invariant with the respect to the dual action induced by
σ and it is closed in the unit ball of L∞w∗(S,E
∗).
In this situation, we can characterize amenable actions as follows: G acts amenably
on S if and only if every affine G-space over S has a point fixed by the action of
G [Zim84, Section 4.3]. In fact, amenable actions do not only characterize amenable
groups but also subgroups. Indeed a subgroup Q ≤ G is amenable if and only if
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the G-action on the quotient G/Q is amenable [Zim84, Proposition 4.3.2]. For in-
stance, this result applies to any (minimal) parabolic subgroup of a Lie group. In
Section 2.2, we will explain how amenable actions are useful for computing bounded
cohomology via suitable resolutions.
Quotients of the form G/Q, where Q is amenable, may be also used for defining
the notion of boundary maps.
Definition 2.4. Let G,H be two locally compact second countable groups and
suppose that Q ≤ G is a closed amenable subgroup. Let (X,µ) be a standard Borel
probability G-space and let Y be a measurableH-space. Given a measurable cocycle
σ : G ×X → H, we say that a measurable map φ : G/Q ×X → Y is σ-equivariant
if we have
φ(g.η, g.x) = σ(g, x)φ(η, x) ,
for every g ∈ G and almost every η ∈ G/Q, x ∈ X.
A (generalized) boundary map for σ is a σ-equivariant measurable map.
The importance of generalized boundary maps in our context is discussed in
Section 3.1. There, we will show that they provide a meaningful way for defining a
pullback in continuous bounded cohomology.
Since Equation (1) can be suitably interpreted as the Einleberg-MacLane condi-
tion on σ for being a Borel 1-cocycle in Meas(G,Meas(X,H)) (see [FM77],[Zim]),
it is natural to define cohomologous cocycles.
Definition 2.5. Let σ : G×X → H be a measurable cocycle and let f : X → H be
a measurable map. The twisted cocycle associated to σ and f is defined as
f.σ : G×X → H, (f.σ)(g, x) := f(g.x)−1σ(g, x)f(x) ,
for every g ∈ G and almost every x ∈ X. Two different cocycles σ1, σ2 : G×X → H
are cohomologous if there exists a measurable function f : X → H such that
σ2 = f.σ1 .
It is worth mentioning that the generalized boundary map associated to a twisted
cocycle can be easily described.
Definition 2.6. Let σ : G × X → H be a measurable cocycle with generalized
boundary map φ : G/Q × X → Y . Given a measurable function f : X → H the
twisted boundary map associated to f and φ is defined as
f.φ : G/Q×X → Y, (f.φ)(η, x) := f(x)−1φ(η, x) ,
for every g ∈ G and almost every η ∈ G/Q, x ∈ X.
We conclude the section by recalling how representation theory may suitably sits
inside the world of measurable cocycles.
Definition 2.7. Let ρ : G→ H be a continuous representation and let (X,µ) be a
standard Borel probability G-space. The cocycle associated to the representation ρ
is defined as
σρ : G×X → H, σρ(g, x) = ρ(g) ,
for every g ∈ G and almost every x ∈ X.
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This comparison between representations and measurable cocycles will be crucial
in Section 3.2 to show that our method to pullback classes along measurable cocycles
actually extends the ordinary pullback for representations.
2.2. Bounded cohomology and its functorial approach. In this section we are
going to recall the definitions and the properties of both continuous and continuous
bounded cohomology that we will need in the sequel.
We first introduce continuous (bounded) cohomology via the homogeneous res-
olution and then, following the work of Burger and Monod [Mon01, BM02], we
compute it in terms of strong resolutions by relatively injective modules. We will
mainly focus our attention on resolutions given by essentially bounded functions on
amenable spaces in the sense of Definition 2.2.
Let G be a locally compact second countable group and let E be a Banach G-
module whose G-action is realized via a representation π : G → Isom(E). If we
assume that E is the dual of some Banach space, there exists a natural way to endow
E with the weak-∗ topology and hence with associated weak-∗ Borel structure.
We denote the space of E-valued continuous functions by
C•c(G;E) := {f : G
•+1 → E | f is continuous}
and we define the standard homogeneous coboundary operator as follows
δ• : C•c(G;E)→ C
•+1
c (G;E)
δ•(f)(g1, . . . , g•+2) :=
•+2∑
j=1
(−1)j−1f(g1, . . . , gj−1, gj+1 . . . , g•+2) .
In this way we obtain a complex (C•c(G;E), δ
•) which is exact and hence it has trivial
cohomology. For this reason we are going to restrict the coboundary operator to the
subspace of G-invariant functions C•c(G;E)
G. More precisely, a continuous function
f : G•+1 → E is G-invariant if g.f = f for every element g ∈ G, where the G-action
on the space C•c(G;E) is defined by
(2) (g.f)(g1, . . . , g•+1) = π(g)f(g
−1g1, . . . , g
−1g•+1) ,
for every g, g1, . . . , g•+1 ∈ G. As said previously, we can restrict the coboundary
operator to the subspace of G-invariant functions to obtain the following subcomplex
(C•c(G;E)
G, δ•) .
Definition 2.8. The continuous cohomology of G with coefficients in E, denoted
by H•c(G;E), is the cohomology of the complex (C
•
c(G;E)
G, δ•).
Since E has a Banach structure by assumption, we can use it to define on C•c(G;E)
an L∞-norm given by
‖f‖∞ := sup{‖f(g1, . . . , g•+1)‖E | g1, . . . , g•+1 ∈ G} ,
where f ∈ C•c(G;E) and ‖·‖E denotes the norm in E. A continuous function is
bounded if its L∞-norm is finite. Let C•cb(G;E) ⊂ C
•
c(G;E) be the subspace of
continuous bounded functions. Since the image of a bounded function through the
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coboundary operator δ• is still bounded, we can restrict δ• to the space of continuous
bounded G-invariant functions C•cb(G;E)
G to obtain a complex, that is
(C•cb(G;E)
G, δ•) .
Definition 2.9. The continuous bounded cohomology of G with coefficients in E,
denoted by H•cb(G;E), is the cohomology of the complex (C
•
cb(G;E)
G, δ•).
Notice that the L∞-norm previously defined on C•cb(G;E) canonically determines
an L∞-seminorm in cohomology given by
‖f‖∞ := inf{‖ψ‖∞ | [ψ] = f} .
We say that an isomorphism between seminormed cohomology groups is isometric
if the corresponding seminorms are preserved.
Beyond the difference determined by the induced seminorm on continuous bounded
cohomology, there is usually a gap between continuous cohomology and continuous
bounded cohomology that can be detected as follows. Given the natural inclusion
i : C•cb(G;E)
G → C•c(G;E)
G ,
the comparison map
comp•G : H
•
cb(G;E)→ H
•
c(G;E)
is the induced map by i in cohomology.
We now recall an alternative definition of continuous bounded cohomology of G
with coefficients in E in terms of strong resolutions via relatively injective Banach
G-modules. Since we will not explicitly work with these technical notions in the
sequel, we omit them and we refer the reader to Monod’s book [Mon01, Section 4.1
and 7.1].
Given the Banach G-module E, let (E•, d•) be a strong resolution of E via rel-
atively injective Banach G-modules. Let us denote by g.v the action of g ∈ G on
an element v ∈ E•. We define ((E•)G, d•) the complex of G-invariant vectors of E
with the restriction of the coboundary operator. Following the work by Burger and
Monod [BM02, Corollary 1.5.3] (see also [Mon01, Theorem 7.2.1]), one can show
that the continuous bounded cohomology of G with E-coefficients can be computed
considering the cohomology of the complex ((E•)G, d•). Nevertheless, it is worth
noticing that the isomorphism Hkcb(G;E)
∼= Hk((E•)G) is not isometric in general.
Beyond the obvious case given by (C•cb(G,E)
G, δ•), we are going to exhibit another
crucial example of strong resolution of E given by relatively injective Banach G-
modules for which the previous isomorphism is actually isometric.
Let Q be an amenable closed subgroup of G. As already mentioned in Sec-
tion 2.1, the natural G-action on the quotient G/Q is amenable. We define the
complex (L∞w∗((G/Q)
•+1;E), δ•) of essentially bounded weak-∗ measurable func-
tions on (G/Q)•+1 together with the standard homogeneous coboundary operator.
If we complete the latter complex by adding the inclusion of constant functions
E → L∞w∗(G/Q;E), we obtain a resolution of E. Endowing L
∞
w∗((G/Q)
•+1;E) with
a structure of Banach G-module induced by the action described in Equation (2),
Burger and Monod [BM02, Theorem 1] proved that (L∞w∗((G/Q)
•+1;E), δ•) provides
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a strong resolution of E via relatively injective Banach G-modules. As mentioned
above this readily implies that the subcomplex of G-invariant vectors computes the
continuous bounded cohomology of G with coefficients in E. A striking result, is that
this isomorphism is in fact isometric with respect to the natural seminorms [BM02,
Theorem 2].
We will often consider the resolution of E via the Banach G-submodules of al-
ternating cochains. Recall that an essentially bounded weak-∗ measurable function
f : (G/Q)•+1 → E is alternating if
ε(τ)f(g1, . . . , g•+1) = f(gτ(1), . . . , gτ(•+1)) ,
where τ ∈ S•+1 is a permutation and ε denotes its sign. As proved by Burger and
Monod [BM02, Theorem 2], the resolution of essentially bounded weak-∗ measur-
able alternating functions (L∞w∗,alt((G/Q)
•+1;E), δ•) still computes isometrically the
continuous bounded cohomology H•cb(G;E).
In some cases, it may be convenient to work directly with B∞((G/Q)•+1;E), the
space of bounded weak-∗ measurable functions on (G/Q)•+1 with respect to the
supremum norm. By considering the homogeneous coboundary operator, we can
construct the complex (B∞((G/Q)•+1;E), δ•). Adding E to the complex via the
inclusion of constant functions, we get a resolution of E which is only strong [BI02,
Proposition 2.1]. For that reason we cannot conclude that the cohomology of the sub-
space of invariant vectors computes the continuous bounded cohomology H•cb(G;E).
Nevertheless, there always exists a canonical map [BI02, Corollary 2.2]
c
k : Hk(B∞((G/Q)•+1;E)G)→ Hk(L∞w∗((G/Q)
•+1;E)G) ∼= Hkcb(G;E)
for every k ∈ N. This shows that each bounded weak-∗ measurable G-invariant
function canonically determines a cohomology class in Hkcb(G;E). The same result
still holds in the case of alterning functions.
In Section 3.1, we will tacitly use the previous result for showing that the pullback
of a bounded weak-∗ measurable G-invariant function lies in fact in L∞w∗ .
2.3. Transfer maps. In this section we briefly recall the notion of transfer maps.
These maps will be crucial to introduce the notion of multiplicative constant asso-
ciated to a pair of cocycles. We refer the reader to Monod’s book [Mon01] for a
broader discussion on this topic. Let G be a locally compact second countable group
and let i : L → G be the inclusion of a closed subgroup L into G. By functoriality
of continuous bounded cohomology, the inclusion induces a pullback in continuous
bounded cohomology
H•cb(i) : H
•
cb(G;R)→ H
•
cb(Γ;R) .
A transfer map is a map which provides a cohomological left inverse of H•cb(i). In
order to define it, we assume that L\G admits a G-invariant probability measure µ.
For instance, this is the case when L is a lattice of G.
Definition 2.10. We define the transfer cochain map to be the following map
t̂rans
•
L : C
•
cb(G;R)
L → C•cb(G;R)
G
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t̂rans
•
L(ψ)(g1, . . . , g•+1) :=
∫
L\G
ψ(g.g1, . . . , g.g•+1)dµ(g) ,
for every (g1, . . . , g•+1) ∈ G
•+1 and ψ ∈ C•cb(G;R)
L. Here g is the equivalence class
of g in the quotient L\G.
Remark 2.11. Notice that in the definition of the transfer map we evaluated ψ on
the points g.g1, . . . g.g•, which is not precise since the latter are equivalence classes
in the quotient. However, the L-invariance of ψ induces a well-defined function on
the quotient L\G. In order to avoid heavy notation, when we work with transfer
maps we will always keep the previous notation.
The transfer map trans•L is the map induced in cohomology by t̂rans
•
L
trans•L : H
•
cb(L;R)→ H
•
cb(G;R) .
Since we defined the transfer map only on the subcomplex of invariant vec-
tors, when we deal with resolutions we cannot use the same expression to com-
pute the cohomological transfer map. However, there exists a standard procedure
for adapting the previous construction to resolutions of L∞-functions on amenable
spaces [Mon01]. For the convenience of the reader, we briefly recall here how to
perform this modification.
Assume that P,L ≤ G are closed subgroups of a locally compact second countable
group. As before, suppose that L\G admits a G-invariant probability measure µ.
Then, if P is amenable, by Section 2.1 we know that the action of G on the quotient
G/P is amenable (this happens for instance when P is a minimal parabolic subgroup
of a Lie group G). As mentioned in Section 2.2 we know that the resolution of L-
invariant essentially bounded functions on G/P computes the continuous bounded
cohomology H•cb(L;R). Hence, we can define a suitable version of transfer map
trans•G/P : H
•
cb(L;R)→ H
•
cb(G;R)
as the one induced in cohomology by the following cochain map
t̂rans
•
G/P : L
∞((G/P )•+1;R)L → L∞((G/P )•+1;R)G
t̂rans
•
G/P (ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) :=
∫
L\G
ψ(g.ξ1, . . . , g.ξ•+1)dµ(g) ,
for almost all (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) ∈ (G/P )
•+1 and ψ ∈ L∞((G/P )•+1;R)L.
The relation between the two transfer maps trans•L and trans
•
G/P can be explained
through the following commutative diagram [Mon01, Section 8.6]
(3) H•cb(L;R)
trans•L
//
∼=

H•cb(G;R)
∼=

H•cb(L;R) trans•
G/P
// H•cb(G;R) ,
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where the vertical arrows are the canonical isomorphisms obtained by extending
the identity R → R to the complex of continous bounded and essentially bounded
functions, respectively.
2.4. Bounded differential forms. Let G be a semisimple rank-one Lie group of
non-compact type and denote by X the associated Riemannian symmetric space.
Since the boundary at infinity ∂∞X is an amenable G-space, given any closed sub-
group L ≤ G, the cohomology of the complex (L∞alt(∂∞X
•+1);R)L, δ•) naturally
computes the continuous bounded cohomology groups H•cb(L;R) (see Section 2.2).
Here, we are going to describe a cochain map between the complex of essentially
bounded alternating functions on ∂∞X and the space of smooth bounded differential
forms Ω•∞(X). This cochain map will be useful in the definition of the Cartan in-
variant of measurable cocycles associated to complex hyperbolic lattices (Section 5).
Denote by Ωk(X) the space of smooth differential forms on X. Recall that, given
any ω ∈ Ωk(X), the natural Riemannian structure on X determines a norm function
as follows
x 7→ ‖ωx‖ := sup
u1,...,uk∈TxX
ωx(u1, . . . , uk) ,
where u1, . . . , uk ∈ TxX is an orthonormal k-frame in the tangent space TxX.
The previous norm allows us to define the space Ωk∞(X) of smooth bounded
differential forms as follows. Let ω ∈ Ωk(X) be a smooth k-form, where k ≥ 0. We
say that ω is bounded if both the functions
x 7→ ‖ωx‖, x 7→ ‖(dω)x‖ ,
are elements of L∞(X;R), where we considered the natural G-invariant measure
on the symmetric space X. By definition the differential operator d• restricts to
the subcomplex of smooth bounded differential forms Ω•∞(X) and hence we have a
well-defined cohomology H•(Ω•∞(X)
L) computed on the L-invariant subcomplex.
Burger and Iozzi [BI07a, Lemma 3.3] proved that for each k ∈ N there exists a
G-equivariant cochain map
δ̂•∞ : L
∞
alt((∂∞X)
•+1;R)→ Ω•∞(X) ,
whose norm is bounded by a suitable power of the volume entropy of X. By re-
stricting this map to the subcomplexes of L-invariants of both L∞alt((∂∞X)
•+1;R)
and Ω•∞(X) we obtain the following well-defined map in cohomology
δ•∞ : H
•
cb(L;R)→ H
•(Ω•∞(X)
L) .
Let us now specialize to the case in which L = Γ ≤ G is a lattice. If 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,
we denote by Ωkp(X)
Γ the space of Γ-invariant differential k-forms ω such that both
the functions
x 7→ ‖ωx‖, x 7→ ‖(dω)x‖ ,
are elements of Lp(M ;R), whereM is the quotient manifold Γ\X endowed with the
natural G-invariant measure class. Note that we are tacitly using the invariance of
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the form ω to obtain a differential form on M . As above, the restriction of the dif-
ferential operator d• to Ω•p(X)
Γ promotes it to a cochain complex. Let H•(Ω•p(X)
Γ)
be its cohomology. Since for every 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ we have a natural inclusion
Ω•∞(X)
Γ → Ω•p(X)
Γ ,
we can precompose it with δ̂•∞ and get a cochain map
δ̂•p : L
∞
alt((∂∞X)
•+1;R)Γ → Ω•p(X)
Γ .
The latter cochain map induces in cohomology the following map [BI07a, Section 3]
δ•p : H
•
b(Γ;R)→ H
•(Ω•p(X)
Γ) .
Since for G-invariant differential forms the norm does not depend on the chosen
point, we have Ω•(X)G ⊂ Ω•∞(X). The latter result together with the finiteness of
the volume of M provides a well-defined restriction map
Ω•(X)G → Ω•p(X)
Γ ,
which admits a left-inverse j•p defined as follows
j•p(ω) :=
∫
Γ\G
(L∗gω)µ(g) ,
for any ω ∈ Ω•p(X)
Γ. Here µ is the G-invariant probability measure induced on the
quotient Γ\G, Lg is the left translation by g ∈ G and g is the class of the element g
in the quotient. A remarkable fact proved by Burger and Iozzi [BI07a, Proposition
3.2] is that we have the following commutative diagram
(4) H•b(Γ;R)
δ•p
//
trans•Γ

H•(Ω•p(X)
Γ)
j•p
// Ω•(X)G
V E•G

H•cb(G;R) comp•G
// H•c(G;R) ,
where trans•Γ is the transfer map introduced in Section 2.3 and V E
• is the Van
Est isomorphism [Gui80, Corollary 7.2]. Notice that, since by Cartan’s Lemma
every G-invariant differential forms is closed, the complex Ω•(X)G coincides with its
cohomology. The importance of Diagram (4) will be clear in the proof of Proposition
5.5 in order to express the Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles as a multiplicative
constant.
We conclude this section by recalling that, whenX is a Hermitian symmetric space
and Γ is a lattice of the isometry group G = Isom◦(X), then j•2 is an orthogonal
projector on the subspace RωM generated by the Ka¨hler form ωM (see [BI07a,
Lemma 5.2]). Notice that, since the Ka¨hler form ωM is actually induced by the
natural Ka¨hler form ωX on X, then RωM can be identified with the space Ω(X)
G.
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2.5. Fibered products and resolution of L∞-coefficients. In this section we
are going to define the notion of fibered products. Fibered products are spaces
that will be needed in the sequel in order to construct a resolution which computes
continuous bounded cohomology groups with coefficients in suitable L∞-spaces. This
will provide the main formula (see Proposition 4.10). Our presentation of fibered
products mainly follows Burger and Iozzi’s approach [BI09, Section 4.1.1, 4.1.2].
Let G be a locally compact second countable group and let P ≤ H ≤ G be two
closed subgroups of G. We denote by p : G/P → G/H the canonical projection.
With the help of the latter map, for every n ≥ 1 we can define the n-fold fibered
product (G/P )nf as the closed subset of (G/P )
n given by
(G/P )nf := {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ (G/P )
n | p(ξ1) = . . . = p(ξn)} ,
and we set (G/P )nf = G/H for the value n = 0. Since p is a G-equivariant map by
definition, it easily follows that the diagonal action of G on (G/P )n leaves invariant
the subset (G/P )nf . In this way we get a canonical projection
pn : (G/P )
n
f → G/H ,
whose fiber may be homeomorphically identified with H/P .
We now present an alternative description of the space (G/P )nf that we will need
in the sequel. Notice first that the product space G× (H/P )n comes with a natural
right H-action given by
(5) h.(g, ξ1, . . . , ξn) := (gh, h
−1ξ1, . . . , h
−1ξn) ,
for every g ∈ G, ξ1, . . . , ξn ∈ H/P and h ∈ H. The inclusion H ≤ G as subgroup
allows us to interpret the quotient H/P as a subspace of G/P . Hence, we get a map
qn : G× (H/P )
n → (G/P )nf , qn(g, ξ1, . . . , ξn) := (gξ1, . . . , gξn) .
If we consider the right G-action on the first component of G × (H/P )n and the
diagonal G-action on (G/P )nf , one can check that the map above is well-defined,
surjective, G-equivariant. Moreover, it is H-invariant with respect to the natural
H-action on G× (H/P )n and hence induces a map
qn : (G× (H/P )
n)/H → (G/P )nf
which is a homeomorphism. In this way we can think of (G/P )nf as quotient space.
Denote by µ and ν two Borel probability measures on G and on H/P , respec-
tively. Assume that µ lies in the same measure class of the Haar measure on G
and ν is contained in the H-invariant measure class of H/P . We can consider the
pushforward measure νn := (qn)∗(µ× ν
n) induced by the projection map qn. In this
way we get a Borel probability measure νn on (G/P )
n
f whose class is G-invariant
(by the G-equivariance of qn). Hence we are allowed to speak about the G-modules
L∞((G/P )nf ) of essentially bounded functions on (G/P )
n
f . Here and in the sequel,
we will often omit the coefficients of maps in L∞ if they are real.
MULTIPLICATIVE CONSTANTS AND MAXIMAL COCYCLES 19
In order to construct a cochain complex (L∞(G/P )•f , d
•), we have to define suit-
able coboundary operators
dn : L∞((G/P )nf )→ L
∞((G/P )n+1f )
for n ≥ 0. For every n ≥ 1 and i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we can define the map
(6) pn,i : (G/P )
n+1
f → (G/P )
n
f , pn,i(x1, . . . , xn+1) := (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xn) .
Set now
d0 : L∞(G/H)→ L∞((G/P )f ), d
0(f)(ξ) := f(p(ξ)),
and for n ≥ 1 define
dn : L∞((G/P )nf )→ L
∞((G/P )n+1f ) ,
dnf(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1) :=
n+1∑
i=1
(−1)i−1f(pn,i(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1)) .
Since we have (pn,i)∗(νn+1) = νn, the operator d
n is actually a well-defined map
between L∞-spaces. As showed by Burger and Iozzi [BI09, Proposition 4.1], for
every closed subgroup L ≤ G the cochain complex (L∞((G/P )•f ), d
•) is a strong
resolution of the L-module L∞(G/H) via Banach L-modules. Moreover, when P is
amenable and n ≥ 1, the G-action on the fibered product (G/P )nf is amenable in the
sense of Definition 2.2. Hence, the L-modules L∞((G/P )nf ) are relatively injective,
for n ≥ 1. As explained in Section 2.2, the restriction of the coboundary operators
to the L-invariant submodules provides a subcomplex (L∞((G/P )•f )
L, d•), whose
cohomology computes the bounded cohomology groups of L with coefficients into
L∞(G/H), that is
(7) Hn(L∞((G/P )•f )
L) ∼= Hncb(L; L
∞(G/H)) .
Remark 2.12. It is worth noticing that when G = H the fibered product (G/P )nf
reduces to the standard cartesian product (G/P )n. In the same way the complex of
essentially bounded functions on the fibered products (G/P )•f reduces to the complex
(L∞((G/P )•), δ•), where δ• denotes the usual coboundary operator. Moreover, if
we assume that the group P is amenable, Equation (7) implies that the restriction
to L-invariant cochains of the complex (L∞((G/P )•), d•) computes the continuous
bounded cohomology groups H•cb(L;R) with trivial coefficients (see Section 2.2).
The previous construction allows us to explicitly implement transfer maps with
L∞-coefficients. Assume that P is amenable so that the isomorphism stated in
Equation (7) holds for every n ∈ N. Given ψ ∈ L∞((G/P )•f )
L with • ≥ 1, we can
consider the following map
(8) τ̂•G/P : L
∞((G/P )•+1f )
L → L∞((G/P )•+1f )
G
τ̂•G/P (ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) :=
∫
L\G
ψ(g.ξ1, . . . , g.ξ•+1)dµ(g) ,
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where ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1 ∈ (G/P )
•+1
f and µ is a probability measure in the measure class
of the G-invariant measure of L\G. It is easy to check that τ̂•G/P is a cochain map
which induces a well-defined map in cohomology
τ•G/P : H
•
cb(L; L
∞(G/H))→ H•cb(G; L
∞(G/H)) .
We will refer in the sequel to the previous map as the transfer map with coefficients.
A shown by Burger and Iozzi [BI09, Lemma 4.4], the above map fits in the following
commutative diagram
(9) H•cb(L;R)
trans•L
//
H•cb(κL)

H•cb(G;R)
H•cb(κG)

H•cb(L; L
∞(G/H))
τ•
G/P
// H•cb(G; L
∞(G/H)) ,
where trans•L is the transfer map defined in Section 2.3 and H
•
cb(κL) : H
•
cb(L;R) →
H•(L; L∞(G/H)) is the map induced by the inclusion of coefficients κ : R→ L∞(G/H)
given by constant functions (the same also holds for the map H•cb(κG)).
3. Pullback maps, multiplicative constants and maximal measurable
cocycles
The main goal of this section is to define a pullback of classes in bounded cohomol-
ogy via generalized boundary maps. This general procedure will be specialized to
several different examples (see for instance [Sava, MS] ). Thanks to this construction
we will be able to extend Burger and Iozzi’s easy formula for representations [BI09,
Proposition 2.44] to the wider setting of measurable cocycles. This formula will allow
us to introduce the notion of multiplicative constants. Under suitable assumptions,
we will show that these numerical invariants have bounded absolute value and when
this upper bound is attained, we can deduce some rigidity properties of the associ-
ated measurable cocycles. More precisely, we will show that maximal cocycles may
be trivialized.
Setup 3.1. Along this section we assume the following:
• G,G′ are two locally compact second countable groups;
• G′ acts measurably on a measurable space Y ;
• L,Q are closed subgroups of G such that Q is amenable and the quotient
L\G admits a G-invariant probability measure µ;
• (X,µX) is a standard Borel probability L-space;
• σ : L×X → G′ is a measurable cocycle with an essentially unique generalized
boundary map φ : G/Q×X → Y .
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3.1. Pullback along generalized boundary maps. In this section we are going
to introduce a way to pullback cocycles along generalized boundary maps. This
construction takes inspiration from a work of Bader, Furman and Sauer [BFS13,
Proposition 4.2] which was suitably extended by the two authors in several different
directions, see for instance [Sava, Proposition 3.1] and [MS, Section 4]. Here, we
propose to adapt the previous construction to Setup 3.1, providing the proof of this
principle in this wider setting. Thanks to the generality of our assumptions we get
two advantages. First, we can finally treat the study of maximal cocycles in a unified
theory (see the current section and Sections 3.4, 3.5). Secondly, this general setting
provides a suitable setup for dealing later with fibered products. This will allow us
both to prove the fibered multiplicative formula (Proposition 4.10) and to study the
Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles (Proposition 4).
Assume now to be in the situation of Setup 3.1. Given a measurable cocycle
σ : L×X → G′ with an essentially unique generalized boundary map φ : G/Q×X →
Y , we would like to pullback a cocycle ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
along φ, providing a new
cocycle in the space L∞((G/Q)•+1;R)L. To this end, we recall that the Banach
space L∞(X) has a natural L-module structure given by:
γ.f = f(γ−1.x) ,
where we assume that R is endowed with the trivial Γ-action.
We are now ready to define the pullback along a generalized boundary map φ.
Definition 3.2. In the assumption of Setup 3.1, we define the L∞(X)-valued pull-
back along φ as the following cochain map
C•(φ) : B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
→ L∞w∗((G/Q)
•+1; L∞(X))L
C•(φ)(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1) := (x 7→ ψ(φ(η1, x), . . . , φ(η•+1, x))) ,
where ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
, η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q and x ∈ X.
We begin by showing that C•(φ) is a well-defined cochain map (compare with [MS,
Lemma 4.2]).
Lemma 3.3. The map C•(φ) is a well-defined norm non-increasing cochain map.
Proof. The map C•(φ) is norm non-increasing since it is a pullback. Moreover, it is
easy to check that it is a cochain map. Let us show that C•(φ) is well defined. More
precisely, we have to show that for every ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
, the cocycle C•(φ)(ψ)
is L-invariant. First of all, notice that we can identify
L∞w∗((G/Q)
•+1; L∞(X))L ∼= L∞((G/Q)•+1 ×X)L ,
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where the latter space is endowed with its natural diagonal L-action. Let x ∈ X,
γ ∈ L and η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q, we have that
γ · C•(φ)(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1)(x) = C
•(φ)(ψ)(γ−1.η1, . . . , γ
−1.η•+1, γ
−1.x) =
= ψ(φ(γ−1.η1, γ
−1.x), . . . , φ(γ−1.η•+1, γ
−1.x)) =
= ψ(σ(γ−1, x)φ(η1, x), . . . , σ(γ
−1, x)φ(η•+1, x)) =
= ψ(φ(η1, x), . . . , φ(η•+1, x))
= C•(φ)(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1)(x) ,
where in the first line we used the definition of diagonal action, in the second line
we applied the definition of generalized boundary map and the last line comes from
the G′-invariance of ψ. 
Remark 3.4. Recall that when we deal with real coefficient there is no difference
between L∞-functions and the L∞w∗-ones. For this reason, in the previous proof we
could identify the two spaces of functions.
As explained above our final goal is to pullback a cocycle ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
along φ in such a way that we get a new cocycle in L∞((G/Q)•+1;R)L. To that end
we will compose the L∞(X)-pullback along φ with the integration map (compare
with [BFS13, Sava, MS]).
Definition 3.5. We define the integration map I•X as the following cochain map
I•X : L
∞
w∗((G/Q)
•+1; L∞(X))L → L∞((G/Q)•+1;R)L
I•X(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1) :=
∫
X
ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1)(x)dµX (x) ,
where ψ ∈ L∞((G/Q)•+1; L∞(X))L, η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q and µX is the probabilty
measure on the standard Borel L-space X.
The fact that the integration map is a well-defined norm non-increasing cochain
map is the content of the following lemma (compare [MS, Lemma 4.2]).
Lemma 3.6. The integration map I•X is a well-defined norm non-increasing cochain
map.
Proof. Given a cocycle ψ ∈ L∞w∗((G/Q)
•+1; L∞(X))L, it is easy to check that I•X(ψ)
is L-invariant. Indeed, given η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q and γ ∈ L, we have
γ. I•X(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1) =
∫
X
ψ(γ−1.η1, . . . , γ
−1.η•+1)(x)dµX(x) =
=
∫
X
ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1)(γ.x)dµX(x)
=
∫
X
ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1)(x)dµX(x) = I
•
X(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1) ,
where we used the fact that both ψ and µX are L-invariant.
Since it is immediate to check that the integration map is also a norm non-
increasing cochain map, the statement is proved. 
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Remark 3.7. As already noticed by the authors [MS, Remarks 4.5 and 5.3], the
previous construction via integration is only possible working with bounded cocycles.
Indeed, there is no hope to extend this map to the case of unbounded cochains.
We are now ready to define the pullback map along φ.
Definition 3.8. In the situation of Setup 3.1, the pullback map along φ is the
cochain map
C•(ΦX) : B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
→ L∞((G/Q)•+1;R)L
C•(ΦX) := I•X ◦C
•(φ) .
Remark 3.9. It is worth mentioning that the pullback along φ can be restricted to
the subcomplexes of alternating cochains.
The fact that the pullback map just defined induces a well-defined map in coho-
mology is the content of the following:
Proposition 3.10. The pullback map C•(ΦX) is a norm non-increasing cochain
map, hence it induces a well-defined map
H•(ΦX) : H•(B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
)→ H•cb(L;R), H
•(ΦX)([ψ]) := [C•(ΦX)(ψ)] .
Proof. As a consequence of both Lemmas 3.3 and 3.6 it follows immediately that
the pullback C•(ΦX) is a norm non-increasing cochain map, being the composition
of two such maps C•(φ) and I•X .
Recall that Q is an amenable group by Setup 3.1, and so G acts amenably on the
quotient G/Q. This property is inherited by L being a closed subgroup of G. Since
the subcomplex of L-invariant essentially bounded functions L∞((G/Q)•+1;R)L
computes the continuous bounded cohomology H•cb(L;R), we get the thesis. 
Remark 3.11. Note that in full generality we might construct a pullback map in
cohomology using any measurable σ-equivariant map φ : S × X → Y , where S is
any amenable L-space.
We conclude this section by showing that given two cohomologous measurable
cocyles, then they produce the same pullback (compare with [MS, Proposition 5.7
and Proposition 7.5]):
Proposition 3.12. In the situation of Setup 3.1, let f.σ : L × X → G′ be cocycle
cohomologous to σ with respect to a measurable map f : X → G′. Then, for all
ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
, we have
C•(ΦX)(ψ) = C•(f.ΦX)(ψ) ,
where C•(ΦX) and C•(f.ΦX) denote the pullback maps along the associated boundary
maps φ and f.φ, respectively.
Proof. Recall by Definitions 2.5 and 2.6 that the boundary map f.φ associated to
f.σ is given by
f.φ : G/Q×X → Y , (f.φ)(η, x) = f−1(x)φ(η, x) ,
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for almost every η ∈ G/Q and x ∈ X. Then, we have
C•(f.ΦX)(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1) =
∫
X
ψ((f.φ)(η1, x), . . . , (f.φ)(η•+1, x))dµX(x) =
=
∫
X
ψ(f−1(x)φ(η1, x), . . . , f
−1(x)φ(η•+1, x))dµX (x) =
=
∫
X
ψ(φ(η1, x), . . . , φ(η•+1, x))dµX(x) =
= C•(ΦX)(ψ)(η1, . . . , η•+1) ,
for almost every η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q. This finishes the proof. 
Remark 3.13. Sometimes it is natural to consider the G′-module R with a twisted
action. For instance if G′ admits a sign homomorphism, we can use it to twist the
real coefficients. In that situation the previous equality will be true only up to a
sign (see for instance [MS, Proposition 5.7]).
3.2. Pullback along generalized boundary maps vs. pullback of represen-
tations. Let us assume the setting described in Setup 3.1. By Definition 2.7, given
any standard Borel probability L-space (X,µX) and any continuous representation
ρ : L→ G′, there exists an associated measurable cocycle σρ : L×X → G
′ defined by
σρ(γ, x) = ρ(γ) for every γ ∈ L and x ∈ X. Let us assume that the representation
ρ admits an essentially unique ρ-equivariant measurable map ϕ : G/Q → Y . It is
immediate to construct a generalized boundary map φ associated to σρ as follows
φ : G/Q×X → Y, φ(η, x) = ϕ(η) ,
for almost every η ∈ G/Q and x ∈ X.
As explained by Burger and Iozzi [BI02, BI09], the pullback map
H•cb(ρ) : H
•
cb(G
′;R)→ H•cb(L;R)
can be implemented using the measurable map ϕ. We are going to show now that
in our setting the pullback associated to ρ via ϕ agrees with the pullback map
along φ. This property turns out to be fundamental to coherently extend numerical
invariants of representations to measurable cocycles (see [Sava, Proposition 3.4]
and [MS, Propositions 5.4 and 7.4]).
Proposition 3.14. In the situation of Setup 3.1, let ρ : L → G′ be a continu-
ous representation which admits an essentially unique ρ-equivariant measurable map
ϕ : G/Q→ Y . Then, we have
C•(ΦX) = C•(ϕ) .
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Proof. Since the boundary map φ associated to σρ does not depend on the second
variable, it is immediate to check that the following diagram commutes:
B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′ C
•(φ)
//
C•(ϕ)
))❙
❙❙
❙❙
❙❙
❙❙
❙❙
❙❙
❙
L∞w∗((G/Q)
•+1; L∞(X))L
I•Xtt✐✐✐
✐✐
✐✐
✐✐
✐✐
✐✐
✐✐
✐✐
L∞((G/Q)•+1;R)L
.
This finishes the proof. 
Remark 3.15. Note that the existence of a cocycle of the form σ : L × X → G′
required in Setup 3.1 is irrelevant in the previous result.
3.3. Easy multiplicative formula. In this section we show how to deduce an easy
version of the fibered multiplicative formula stated in Proposition 4.10. Since the
latter is rather technical formula and involves fibered products, we prefer to first
discuss a simplified version. Moreover, as we will show in Section 3.5, the easier
version already contains useful information. We refer the reader to some works of
the authors in that direction [Sava, MS].
Assuming Setup 3.1, the existence of a transfer map trans•G/Q implies the follow-
ing:
Proposition 1. In the situation of Setup 3.1, we have the following results:
(1) Let ψ′ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
be an everywhere defined G′-invariant cocycle. Let
ψ ∈ L∞((G/Q)•+1)G be a G-invariant cocycle. Denote by Ψ ∈ H•cb(G;R) the
class of ψ. If we suppose that Ψ = trans•G/Q[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)], then we have∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x)dµX(x)dµ(g) = ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) + cobound. ,
for almost every (η1, . . . , η•+1) ∈ (G/Q)
•+1.
(2) Suppose that H•cb(G;R)
∼= RΨ(= R[ψ]). Then, there exists a real constant
λψ′,ψ(σ) ∈ R depending on σ, ψ
′, ψ such that∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x)dµX(x)dµ(g) = λψ′,ψ(σ) · ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1)
+ cobound. ,
for almost every (η1, . . . , η•+1) ∈ (G/Q)
•+1.
Proof. Ad 1. Since Setup 3.1 ensures the existence of the transfer map trans•G/Q,
the first formula is easily true.
Ad 2. Since H•cb(G;R) is one-dimensional and generated by Ψ = [ψ] as an R-
vector space, we have that trans•G/Q[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)] must be a real multiple of Ψ. This
finishes the proof. 
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3.4. Multiplicative constants and maximal measurable cocycles. In this
section we are going to introduce the notions of multiplicative constant and maximal
(measurable) cocycle. The importance of maximal cocycles relies on the fact that
they are usually cohomologous to a preferred representation and hence they can be
trivialized. This trivialization property suggests a rigid behaviour of measurable
cocycles and it is sometimes translated in terms of properties of the ambient group,
such as its tautness (see [BFS13, Theorem A]).
In the situation of Setup 3.1, let ψ′ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
and consider the class
Ψ = [ψ] ∈ H•cb(G;R) represented by a bounded Borel cocycle ψ : (G/Q)
•+1 → R.
Assuming that H•c(G;R)
∼= H•cb(G;R) = RΨ, Proposition 1 implies that∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x))dµX(x)dµ(g) =(10)
= λψ′,ψ(σ)ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) + cobound. .
Definition 3.16. The real number λψ′,ψ(σ) ∈ R which appears in Equation (10) is
called the multiplicative constant associated to σ, ψ′, ψ.
Suppose now that in Equation (10) there is no coboundary term. This assumption
is in general not too restrictive, since there exist several such examples (for instance
when G acts ergodically on (G/P )• or when G = PO(n, 1) and G/Q = Sn−1).
Without the coboundary term, Equation (10) reduces to∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x))dµX(x)dµ(g) =(11)
=λψ′,ψ(σ)ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) ,
which is equivalent to the following equation in terms of cochains
t̂rans
•
L ◦ C
•(ΦX)(ψ′) = λψ′,ψ(σ)ψ .
In this context, we are ready to show an explicit upper bound for the multiplicative
constant λψ′,ψ(σ) in terms of L
∞-norms of the cocycles ψ and ψ′.
Proposition 3.17. In the situation of Setup 3.1, let ψ′ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
and
consider the class Ψ = [ψ] ∈ H•cb(G;R) represented by a bounded Borel cocycle
ψ : (G/Q)•+1 → R. Assume that it holds
t̂rans
•
L ◦ C
•(ΦX)(ψ′) = λψ′,ψ(σ)ψ .
Then, we have
|λψ′,ψ(σ)| ≤
‖ψ′‖∞
‖ψ‖∞
.
Proof. By hypothesis we know that
t̂rans
•
L ◦ C
•(ΦX)(ψ′) = λψ′,ψ(σ)ψ .
If we consider the left-hand side, we can write the following estimate
‖t̂rans
•
L ◦C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)‖∞ ≤ ‖ψ
′‖∞ ,
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since both t̂rans
•
L and C
•(ΦX) are norm non-increasing maps (see Proposition 3.10).
Hence it follows that
|λψ′,ψ(σ)|‖ψ‖∞ ≤ ‖ψ
′‖∞ ,
as claimed. 
In virtue of Proposition 3.17 we can give the following:
Definition 3.18. Assuming the situation of Proposition 1, we say that a measurable
cocycle σ : L×X → G′ is maximal if its multiplicative constant λψ′,ψ(σ) attains the
maximum value, that is
λψ′,ψ(σ) =
‖ψ′‖∞
‖ψ‖∞
.
The importance of maximal cocycles relies on the fact that they can be usually
trivialized, being all cohomologous to a suitable continuous representation π : L →
G′. To explain how one can prove such result, we conside the following:
Setup 3.19. In the situation of Proposition 1, we also assume the following:
• Both ψ′ and ψ are everywhere defined cocycles and attain their essential
supremum, that is there exist η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q and y1, . . . , y•+1 ∈ Y such
that
ψ′(y1, . . . , y•+1) = ‖ψ
′‖∞, ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) = ‖ψ‖∞ .
• A maximal measurable map ϕ : G/Q→ Y is a map such that
ψ′(ϕ(gη1), . . . , ϕ(gη•+1)) = ‖ψ
′‖∞ ,
for almost every g ∈ G and for η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q such that
ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) = ‖ψ‖∞ .
• There exists a continuous representation π : G → G′ and continuous π-
equivariant map Π: G/Q→ Y which satisfies the following: given a maximal
measurable map ϕ : G/Q → Y , there exists a unique element g′ ∈ G′ such
that
ϕ(η) = g′Π(η) ,
for almost every η ∈ G/Q.
• The stabilizer of the map Π is trivial, that is the only element g′ ∈ G′ such
that g′◦Π = Π is the neutral element of G′. We denote the previous stabilizer
by StabG′(Π).
Theorem 3.20. In the situation of Setup 3.19, suppose that σ : L × X → G′ is
maximal. Then, it is cohomologous to the restriction of the representation π to L.
In other words, there exists a measurable map f : X → G′ such that for all γ ∈ L
and almost every x ∈ X, we have
π(γ) = f(γ.x)−1σ(γ, x)f(x) .
MULTIPLICATIVE CONSTANTS AND MAXIMAL COCYCLES 28
Proof. Since the cocycle σ is maximal, by definition the multiplicative constant
λψ′,ψ(σ) associated to σ, ψ
′, ψ satisfies
λψ′,ψ(σ) =
‖ψ′‖∞
‖ψ‖∞
.
If we now substitute this value in Equation (11) we get∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x))dµX (x)dµ(g) =
‖ψ′‖∞
‖ψ‖∞
ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) .
Since ψ attains its essential supremum by assumption, there exist η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈
G/Q such that
(12) ψ(η1, . . . , η•+1) = ‖ψ‖∞ .
Notice that a priori Equation (11) only holds almost everywhere. However, fol-
lowing either Bucher-Burger-Iozzi [BBI13, Section 4] or Monod [Mon15], one can
show that the equality actually holds everywhere. This allows us to evaluate it on
specific points of (G/Q)•+1. Let us pick η1, . . . , η•+1 ∈ G/Q such that Equation
(12) is satisfied. Then, we have
(13)
∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x))dµX (x)dµ(g) = ‖ψ
′‖∞ .
It follows that
ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x)) = ‖ψ
′‖∞ ,
for almost every g ∈ L\G and almost every x ∈ X. Since φ is σ-equivariant, the
previous equality
(14) ψ′(φ(g.η1, x), . . . , φ(g.η•+1, x)) = ‖ψ
′‖∞ ,
actually holds for almost every g ∈ G and almost every x ∈ X.
We can now set φx : G/Q→ Y, φx(η) := φ(η, x). By Equation (14), we have that
φx is maximal for almost every x ∈ X. By the assumptions of Setup 3.19, there
must exist an element f(x) ∈ G′ such that
φx(η) = f(x)Π(η) ,
for almost every η ∈ G/Q. In this way we obtain a map f : X → G′. Since X is
a standard Borel probability space and φˆ : X → Meas(G/Q, Y ) is measurable, the
measurability of f follows by a result of Fisher, Morris and Whyte [FMW04, Lemma
2.6].
The thesis now follows applying a result of Bader, Furman and Sauer [BFS13,
Proposition 3.2]. More precisely, given γ ∈ L, on the one hand we have
φ(γ.η, γ.x) = σ(γ, x)φ(η, x) = σ(γ, x)f(x)Π(η) ,
and on the other
φ(γ.η, γ.x) = f(γ.x)Π(γ.x) = f(γ.x)π(γ)Π(η) .
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Notice that in the second equality, we used the π-equivariance of the map Π. The
fact that StabG′(Π) is trivial implies that
π(γ) = f(γ.x)−1σ(γ, x)f(x) ,
which concludes the proof. 
3.5. Applications of the easy multiplicative formula. As we mentioned in the
introduction, one of the main results of this paper is to extend the multiplicative
formula discussed in Proposition 1 to the case involving fibered products. Indeed,
one of the greatest disadvantage of the latter is that it does not provide any useful
information about the values of the measurable map φ over sets of zero measure.
Unfortunately, this is precisely the case when we will investigate rigidity of complex
hyperbolic lattices in Section 5. Indeed, we will have to evaluate our measurable
map φ on a chain, i.e. a subset of the boundary of the complex hyperbolic space of
zero measure (see Section 5.1 for a precise definition).
Nevertheless, the easy multiplicative formula turns out to be useful in many
situations. For convenience of the reader we show here some examples of applications
of Proposition 1. More precisely, we show how to deduce rigidity results from the
maximality of some multiplicative constants. It is worth mentioning that all the
applications presented in the current section have been already proved and discussed
elsewhere by the authors [Sava, MS].
It is worth noticing that in all the examples of this section, the hypothesis of
Proposition 3.17 are satisfied. Indeed, we are going to present examples in which
there are no coboundaries appearing in Proposition 1.
3.5.1. Mostow Rigidity for measurable cocycles. Mostow Rigidity Theorem says that
in dimension n ≥ 3 any two homotopy equivalent finite-volume hyperbolic mani-
folds are isometric [Mos68, Pra73]. Dually, this result can be stated in terms of
volume of representations [FK06, BBI13]. Let Γ be a torsion-free non-uniform lat-
tice of PO◦(n, 1) and let ρ : Γ→ PO◦(n, 1) be a representation. Bucher, Burger and
Iozzi [BBI13] proved that ρ is maximal if and only if it is conjugated to the standard
lattice embedding (the same result also holds in the uniform case).
We show here how to extend the rigidity of representations to measurable cocy-
cles via the general theory introduced so far. Let M be a complete finite-volume
hyperbolic n-manifold with n ≥ 3. We denote by L ≤ PO◦(n, 1) the fundamental
group of M , which is by hypothesis a torsion-free non-uniform lattice. According to
Setup 3.1, we set G = G′ = PO(n, 1). Then, we choose Y = G/Q = ∂HnR
∼= Sn−1,
where Q is a (minimal) parabolic subgroup of G. Finally, we set ψ = ψ′ = Voln to
be the alternating G-invariant volume cocycle defined as
Voln : (S
n−1)n+1 → R ,
Voln(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1) := signed volume of the hyperbolic convex hull of ξ1, . . . , ξn+1 .
It is worth mentioning that in this case we need to assume that R is endowed
with a G-module structure induced by the twist given by the sign of isometries in
PO(n, 1) = Isom(HnR).
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Under the previous assumptions, one can define a numerical invariant called vol-
ume of measurable cocycles [MS]. According to Setup 3.1, let σ : L×X → PO◦(n, 1)
be a measurable cocycle, where (X,µX) is a standard Borel probability L-space.
Moreover, σ admits an essentially unique boundary map φ : Sn−1 × X → Sn−1.
Since M is a complete finite-volume hyperbolic manifold, it is known that M is
homotopy equivalent to its core, i.e. a compact subset of M obtained by removing
horocyclic neighbourhoods of the cusps. Then, we have a well-defined isometric
isomorphism [MS, Section 3.4]
(15) Jn : Hnb (L;R)→ H
n
b (M ;R)→ H
n
b (M,M \N ;R)→ H
n
b (N, ∂N ;R) ,
where the first map is given by Gromov’s Mapping Theorem [Gro82, Iva87, FM], the
second one comes from the long exact sequence in bounded cohomology [BBF+14]
and the last one is induced by the homotopy equivalence of the pair (M,M \N) ≃
(N, ∂N). We are now able to define the volume of σ.
Definition 3.21. Given a measurable cocycle σ : L×X → PO◦(n, 1) with essentially
unique boundary map φ : Sn−1×X → Sn−1, we define the volume of σ to be the
following numerical invariant
Vol(σ) := 〈compn ◦ Jn
[
Cn(ΦX)(Voln)
]
, [N, ∂N ]〉 ,
where Cn(ΦX) is the pullback along φ and [N, ∂N ] denotes the relative fundamental
class of N .
As the authors proved [MS, Proposition 1.2], the multiplicative constant in this
setting is given by
λψ′,ψ(σ) =
Vol(σ)
Vol(M)
.
Since the are no coboundaries appearing in Proposition 1 (see [BBI13, Proposi-
tion 2]), Proposition 3.17 shows that the following Milnor-Wood inequality holds [MS,
Proposition 5.10]
|Vol(σ)| ≤ Vol(M) .
Finally, working in this setting, by [BBI13, Proposition 4.7] it is easy to check that
also Setup 3.19 is satisfied. Hence, Theorem 3.20 implies that if σ is maximal,
then σ is cohomologous to the cocycle associated to the standard lattice embedding
L→ G. In fact, one can strengthen this result: being maximal is equivalent to being
cohomologous to the cocycle associated to the standard lattice embedding (see [MS,
Theorem 1.1]).
3.5.2. Matsumoto’s Theorem for measurable cocycle. Since in dimension n = 2
Mostow Rigidity does not hold, we consider now Homeo+(S1) instead of PSL(2,R).
We briefly recall the content of Mastumoto’s Theorem [Mat87]. Consider the Eu-
ler class e ∈ H2(Homeo+(S1);Z) determined by any section s : Homeo+(S1) →
HomeoZ(R) of the central extension
0→ Z→ HomeoZ(R)→ Homeo
+(S1)→ 0 ,
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where HomeoZ(R) denotes the group of homeomorphisms of R commuting with
integer translations. Let Σg be a closed surface of genus g ≥ 2. It is immediate
to check that any representation ρ : π1(Σg) → Homeo
+(S1) allows to pullback the
Euler class ρ∗(e) ∈ H2(π1(Σg);Z) ∼= H
2(Σg;Z), where the latter isomorphism is due
to the asphericity of Σg. We define the Euler number of a representation ρ to be
eu(ρ) := 〈ρ∗(e), [Σg ]〉 ,
where [Σg] denotes the fundamental class of Σg. The works of both Milnor [Mil58]
and Wood [Woo71] show that | eu(ρ)| ≤ |χ(Σg)|. We say that ρ is maximal if the
previous upper bound is attained. Matsumoto’s Theorem states that a maximal
representation ρ must be semiconjugated to a hyperbolization. Recall that a semi-
conjugacy is an element of Homeo+(S1) induced by a monotone increasing map of
HomeoZ(R).
Later Matsumoto’s result was reproved via bounded cohomology techniques by
Iozzi [Ioz02]. We describe here how to extend Matsumoto’s result to measurable
cocycles via the techniques exposed in Section 3.4.
We adapt Setup 3.1 as follows. Let G = PSL(2,R) and let G′ = Homeo(S1)+.
If Σg is a closed surface of genus g ≥ 2, a hyperbolization π0 : π1(Σg) → PSL(2,R)
allows to realize the fundamental group π1(Σg) as a closed subgroup L ≤ PSL(2,R).
Given a (minimal) parabolic subgroup of Q < G, we can define G/Q = Y = S1.
Before introducing the cocycles ψ and ψ′, we recall the definition of the orientation
cocycle. Once we have fixed an orientation of S1, the orientation cocycle is the
bounded Homeo+(S1)-invariant alternating cocycle on S1 defined as follows
or : (S1)3 → R, or(ξ0, ξ1, ξ2) :=


+1 if (ξ0, ξ1, ξ2) are positively oriented ,
−1 if (ξ0, ξ1, ξ2) are negatively oriented ,
0 otherwise .
Given the orientation cocycle, we set ψ = ψ′ = or. We can define the Euler
number of a measurable cocycle as follows.
Definition 3.22. Let σ : L × X → Homeo(S1)+ be a measurable cocycle with
essentially unique generalized boundary map φ : S1 × X → S1, where (X,µX) is a
standard Borel probability L-space. The Euler number of σ is defined by
eu(σ) = 〈comp2 ◦gΣg
[
C2(ΦX)(ǫ)
]
, [Σg]〉 ,
where C2(ΦX) is the pullback along φ, gΣg : H
2
b(Γ;R) → H
2
b(Σg;R) is Gromov’s
Mapping Theorem isometric isomorphism and ǫ = −or/2 ∈ B∞((S1)3;R)Homeo
+(S1).
According with the definition above, one can prove [MS, Proposition 1.6] that the
multiplicative constant is given by
λψ′,ψ(σ) =
eu(σ)
χ(Σg)
.
Since the action of L on S1 is ergodic and the orientation cocycle is alternating, it
is easy to check there are no coboundaries appearing in the formula of Proposition
1. This implies that the hypothesis of Proposition 3.17 are satisfied. Therefore, we
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obtain that also the Euler number of a measurable cocycle satisfies a Milnor-Wood
inequality [MS, Proposition 7.7]:
| eu(σ)| ≤ |χ(Σg)| .
Finally, the techniques developed along Section 3.4 leads to the study of maximal
cocycles. By Theorem 3.20, we can conclude that if σ is maximal, then it is coho-
mologous to the cocycle associated to a fixed hyperbolization π0 : L→ PSL(2,R) via
a measurable map f : X → Homeo+(S1) [MS, Theorem 1.5]. Note the Setup 3.19 is
satisfied here as shown for instance by [Ioz02, Proposition 5.5].
3.5.3. Borel invariant of measurable cocycles. There also exists a rigidity result sim-
ilar to the ones described above [Ioz02, BBI13], when we consider representations of
a hyperbolic lattice of PSL(2,C) into the group PSL(n,C). Indeed, Bucher, Burger
and Iozzi [BBI18] defined a numerical invariant for such representations using the
combinatorics of the space F (n,C) of full flags into Cn. More precisely, following a
work by Goncharov [Gon93], they showed that there exists a measurable function
Bn : F (n,C)
4 → R ,
called Borel function, which is a PSL(n,C)-invariant Borel measurable cocycle de-
fined everywhere. Moreover, its absolute value is bounded by
(
n+1
3
)
ν3. Here ν3
denotes the hyperbolic volume of the regular ideal tetrahedron in H3R. This function
agrees with the volume function when n = 2, but for n ≥ 3 its definition becomes
quite technical and we refer the reader to [BBI18, Savb] for more details. Follow-
ing Section 2.2, the Borel function determines a class βb(n) ∈ H
3
cb(PSL(n,C);R)
which generates the group. Hence, we can pullback it along the map induced by
the representation ρ in cohomology and suitably define a numerical invariant βn(ρ),
called Borel invariant. Bucher, Burger and Iozzi showed that the absolute value of
the Borel invariant is bounded. Moreover, its maximum is attained if and only if
the representation ρ is PSL(n,C)-conjugated to the composition of the irreducible
representation πn : PSL(2,C) → PSL(n,C) with the standard lattice embedding or
to the complex conjugated of the latter composition.
We show here how to adapt Setup 3.1 in order to exted the notion of Borel
invariant to measurable cocycles. Let G = PSL(2,C) and G′ = PSL(n,C). Suppose
that L ≤ PSL(2,C) is a torsion-free lattice and denote by M := L\H3R the complete
hyperbolic 3-manifold of finite-volume associated to L. Let us take any compact
core N ⊆ M and we set Y = F (n,C) and G/Q = P1(C), where Q ≤ G is any
minimal parabolic subgroup of G. Finally, we take ψ′ = Bn and ψ = Vol3, where
we identify S2 ∼= P1(C) in order to define properly the volume function Vol3. With
the previous notation, we can give the following:
Definition 3.23. Assume that a measurable cocycle σ : L×X → PSL(n,C) admits
an essentially unique boundary map φ : P1(C) × X → F (n,C), where (X,µX) is
a standard Borel probability L-space. Then the Borel invariant associated to σ is
defined by
βn(σ) = 〈comp
3 ◦ J3
[
C3(ΦX)(Bn)
]
, [N, ∂N ]〉 ,
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where C3(ΦX) is the pullback along φ, J3 is the composition introduced in Equation
(15) and [N, ∂N ] denotes the relative fundamental class of the compact core N .
Also in this case one may study the Borel invariant via multiplicative constants.
Indeed, as shown by one of the authors [Sava, Proposition 4.1], we have
λψ′,ψ(σ) =
βn(σ)
Vol(M)
.
Moreover, since L acts doubly ergodically on the sphere P1(C), it easy to verify
that no coboundary appears in the formula of Proposition 1. Hence we can apply
Proposition 3.17 and obtain the following inequality [Sava, Proposition 3.7]:
|βn(ρ)| ≤
(
n+ 1
3
)
Vol(M) .
The previous inequality allows us to refer to maximal cocycles. Since Setup 3.19
is satisfied by [BBI18, Proposition 31], by Theorem 3.20 we can conclude that σ is
maximal if and only if it is cohomologous to the cocycle induced by πn ◦ i (or its
complex conjugated), where πn : PSL(2,C)→ PSL(n,C) is an irreducible represen-
tation and i : L → PSL(2,C) the standard lattice embedding (see [Sava, Theorem
1]).
4. Multiplicative constants and change of coefficients
In this section we describe a more general multiplicative formula which extends
the one proved in Proposition 1. Inspired by the previous computations with real
coefficients, we extend our result by changing our coefficients into L∞-functions on
suitable homogenous spaces. Our construction closely follows Burger and Iozzi’s
approach [BI09, Section 4]. The resolution via fibered product spaces introduced in
Section 2.5 will allow us to define a fibered pullback map in bounded cohomology
along generalized boundary maps associated to measurable cocycles. A key property
of the latter pullback is that it factors through the standard pullback map (Defi-
nition 3.8). This factorization will enlighten the relation between fibered pullback
maps and multiplicative constants associated to cocycles.
Setup 4.1. Along this section we consider the following set of assumptions:
• G,G′ are two locally compact second countable groups;
• G′ acts measurably on a measurable space Y ;
• P,H,Q are closed subgroups of G such that P ≤ H ∩ Q and both P and Q
are amenable;
• L ≤ G is a closed subgroup of G such that the quotient L\G admits a G-
invariant probability measure µ;
• (X,µX) is a standard Borel probability L-space;
• σ : L×X → G′ is a measurable cocycle with an essentially unique generalized
boundary map φ : G/Q×X → Y .
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4.1. Fibered pullback maps. The aim of this section is to describe the fibered
pullback map induced in bounded cohomology via generalized boundary maps. In
the situation of Setup 4.1, there exists a natural multiplication map
(16) m˜n : G× (H/P )n → (G/Q)n, m˜n(g, h1P, . . . , hnP ) = (gh1Q, . . . , ghnQ) ,
which is clearly G-equivariant with respect to the natural right G-action on the
first factor of G× (H/P )n and the diagonal right G-action on (G/Q)n, respectively.
Moreover, m˜n is H-invariant with respect to the H-action defined by Equation (5),
that is
m˜n(gh, h−1h1P, . . . , h
−1hnP ) = m˜
n(g, h1P, . . . , hnP )
for every g ∈ G and every h, h1, . . . , hn ∈ H. Thus, it induces a well-defined map
on the quotient
(17) mn : (G× (H/P )n)/H → (G/Q)n .
Then, we can precompose mn with
q−1n : (G/P )
n
f → (G× (H/P )
n)/H ,
which is the inverse of the homeomorphism introduced in Section 2.5. This produces
a map
(18) mn := mn ◦ q−1n : (G/P )
n
f → (G/Q)
n ,
called multiplication map on fibered products. On the other hand, the boundary map
φ : G/Q→ Y allows us to define the following product map
φn : (G/Q)n ×X → Y n, φn(η1, . . . , ηn, x) := (φ(η1, x), . . . , φ(ηn, x)) .
Now, for every n ≥ 1, one can construct the following measurable map
(19) φnf := φ
n ◦ (mn × idX) : (G/P )
n
f ×X → Y
n ,
φnf (ξ1, . . . , ξn, x) := φ
n(mn(ξ1, . . . , ξn), x) = (φ(m(ξ1), x), . . . , φ(m(ξn), x)) ,
where idX : X → X is the identity map. Here, we interpret m
n = (m1, . . . ,m1) and
we drop the apex 1 from the notation. Since φn inherits the σ-equivariant from φ
just by taking the composition of φ with the product between the multiplication
map on fibered products and the identity, we have
φnf (γ.ξ1, . . . , γ.ξn, γ.x) = (φ(m(γ.ξ1), γ.x), . . . , φ(m(γ.ξn), γ.x)) =
= (φ(γ.m(ξ1), γ.x), . . . , φ(γ.m(ξn), γ.x)) =
= σ(γ, x)(φ(m(ξ1), x), . . . , φ(m(ξn), x)) =
= σ(γ, x)φnf (ξ1, . . . , ξn, x) ,
for every γ ∈ L and almost every (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ (G/P )
n
f and x ∈ X.
Our aim is now to describe the pullback of a cocycle ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
into the
space L∞((G/P )•+1f )
L via the maps above. First, notice that there exists a natural
pullback map given by
C•(φf ) : B
∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
→ L∞((G/P )•+1f ×X)
L
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C•(φf )(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1, x) := ψ(φ
•+1
f (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1, x)) ,
where (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) ∈ (G/P )
•+1
f and x ∈ X. Here an element γ ∈ L acts on
ψ ∈ L∞((G/P )•+1f ×X) diagonally. By construction C
•(φf ) is norm non-increasing
and the proof of the well-definedness follows verbatim the proof of Lemma 3.3.
Since we want to obtain a cocycle which does not depend on the variable x ∈ X, we
can compose the map C•(φf ) with the integration map I
•
X introduced in Definition
3.5. In this way, we get the following:
Definition 4.2. In the situation of Setup 4.1, we define the fibered pullback map
along φ as follows
C•(ΦXf ) : B
∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
→ L∞((G/P )•+1f )
L , C•(ΦXf ) := I
•
X ◦C
•(φf ) ,
C•(ΦXf )(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) :=
∫
X
ψ(φ•+1f (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1, x))dµX(x) .
Remark 4.3. As explained in Remark 2.12, when G = H the fibered product (G/P )nf
becomes the standard product (G/P )n. Similarly the complex (L∞((G/P )•f ), d
•)
reduces to the complex (L∞((G/P )•), δ•). Hence, when H = G the definition of
fibered pullback map gives us back the standard pullback map along φ (see Defini-
tion 3.8).
The following proposition shows that the fibered pullback map induces a well-
defined map at a cohomological level.
Proposition 4.4. In the situation of Setup 4.1, the fibered pullback map along φ
C•(ΦXf ) is a well-defined, norm non-increasing cochain map. Hence, it induces a
well-defined map in cohomology
H•(ΦXf ) : H
•(B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
)→ H•cb(L; L
∞(G/H)), H•(ΦXf )([ψ]) := [C
•(ΦXf )(ψ)] .
Proof. Since C•(ΦXf ) is the composition of two norm non-increasing maps C
•(φf )
and I•X , it is also so. Moreover, C
•(ΦXf ) sends G
′-invariant cochains to L-invariant
ones. Indeed, it is the composition of the map C•(φf ) which restricts to invariants
and an equivariant map I•X (see Lemma 3.6).
The only thing we have to show is that C•(ΦXf ) is a cochain map. Since I
•
X is a
cochain map, it is sufficient to show that C•(φf ) is also so. Notice that for every
n ∈ N and every i ∈ {1, . . . , n+ 1} we have the following commutative diagram
(G/P )n+1f ×X
φn+1f
//
pn,i×idX

Y n+1
ri

(G/P )nf ×X φnf
// Y n ,
where pn,i : (G/P )
n+1
f → (G/P )
n
f is the face map defined in Equation (6), the func-
tion ri : Y
n+1 → Y n is defined as ri(y1, . . . , yn+1) := (y1, . . . , yi−1, yi+1, . . . , yn+1)
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and idX : X → X is the identity map. Given an element ψ ∈ B
∞(Y n;R)G
′
, thanks
to the commutativity of the diagram above, we have
dn(Cn−1(φf )(ψ))(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1, x) =
n+1∑
i=1
(−1)i−1 Cn−1(φf )(ψ)((pn,i × idX)(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1, x)) =
=
n+1∑
i=1
(−1)i−1(ψ)((φnf ◦ (pn,i × idX))(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1, x)) =
=
n+1∑
i=1
(−1)i−1(ψ)((ri ◦ φ
n+1
f )(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1, x)) =
= Cn(φf )(δ
nψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1, x) ,
where δn : B∞(Y n;R)G
′
→ B∞(Y n+1;R)G
′
is the usual coboundary operator. The
statement now follows by a result of Burger and Iozzi [BI09, Proposition 4.1] since
P is amenable and the complex L∞((G/P )•f )
L computes the continuous bounded
cohomology groups H•cb(L; L
∞(G/H)), as shown in Equation (7). 
Remark 4.5. If we assume that H = G, we have already noticed in Remark 2.12
that the fibered product (G/P )nf coincides with the standard product space (G/P )
n.
Thus, as a consequence of Remark 4.3, when H = G the content of Proposition 4.4
reduces to Proposition 3.10.
4.2. Factorization of fibered pullback maps and multiplicative constants.
In this section we show that the fibered pullback map along φ, C•(ΦXf ), can be
factored through the standard pullback map C•(ΦX) along φ. Here we assume
again to be in the situation of Setup 4.1. This result allows us to describe the
relation between C•(ΦXf ) and the multiplicative constant λψ′,ψ(σ).
First of all, notice that the multiplication map defined by Equation (18) allows us
to implement the map induced in cohomology by the change of coefficients κ : R→
L∞(G/H). Indeed, suppose that in Setup 4.1 we have L = G = G′, Y = G/Q and
σ : G×X → G is the projection on the first factor, i.e. the cocycle induced by the
identity idG : G → G. Then, the fibered map φ
•+1
f : (G/P )
•+1
f × X → (G/Q)
•+1
reduces to the multiplication m•+1 of Equation (18):
φ•+1f (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1, x) = m
•+1(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) .
Consider now a class Ψ ∈ H•(G;R) represented by a bounded strict G-invariant
Borel cocycle ψ : (G/Q)•+1 → R which is everywhere defined. By construction, the
fibered pullback of the cocycle ψ along φ reduces to the standard pullback of ψ along
m, that is
C•(ΦXf )(ψ) = C
•(m)(ψ) ∈ L∞((G/P )•+1f )
G .
Since the above map is a morphism of strong resolutions by relatively injective G-
modules which extends the inclusion κ : R→ L∞(G/H), by functoriality the image
H•cb(κG)(Ψ) ∈ H
•
cb(G; L
∞(G/H))
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of the class Ψ ∈ H•cb(G;R) via the map induced by the change of coefficients, admits
as representative the bounded strict G-invariant Borel cocycle
C•(m)(ψ) : (G/P )•+1f → R, C
•(m)(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) := ψ(m(ξ1), . . . ,m(ξ•+1)) .
Hence, we get the desired factorization of the fibered pullback map along φ
through the standard pullback map along φ.
Proposition 4.6 (Factorization fibered pullback). In the situation of Setup 4.1, the
fibered pullback cocycle C•(ΦXf )(ψ) of a cocycle ψ ∈ B
∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
can be expressed
as the image of the composition
B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′ C
•(ΦX)
// L∞((G/Q)•+1;R)G
C•(m)
// L∞((G/P )•+1f )
G .
In other words, we have
C•(ΦXf )(ψ) = C
•(m) ◦ C•(ΦX)(ψ)
and
[C•(ΦXf )(ψ)] = H
•
cb(κG)[C
•(ΦX)(ψ)] .
Proof. Note that we have the following commutative diagram
(20) L∞((G/Q)•+1 ×X)L
C•(m×idX)
//
I•X

L∞((G/P )•+1f ×X)
L
I•X

L∞((G/Q)•+1)L
C•(m)
// L∞((G/P )•+1f )
L ,
where idX denotes the identity map on X. Given ψ ∈ B
∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
, we have
C•(ΦXf )(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) = (I
•
X ◦C
•(φf ))(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) =
= (I•X ◦C
•(m× idX) ◦ C
•(φ))(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) =
= (C•(m) ◦ I•X ◦C
•(φ))(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) =
= (C•(m) ◦ C•(ΦX))(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) ,
where we pass from the first to the second line using the definition of φ•+1f as the com-
position of φ• ◦ (m• × idX). Moreover, we also need the commutative Diagram (20)
for moving from the second to the third line. This finishes the proof. 
Our goal is now to show that our approach extends Burger and Iozzi’s results [BI09,
Section 4.1] for representations. To this end, let ρ : L → G′ be a continuous repre-
sentation with associated a measurable ρ-equivariant map ϕ : G/Q→ Y . Following
[BI09, Section 4.1] we can use the measurable map ϕ to define a fibered measurable
map
ϕ•f := m
• ◦ ϕ• : (G/P )•f → Y
• ,
which induces a cochain map
C•(ϕf ) : B
∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
→ L∞((G/P )•+1f )
L ,
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Hence, there exists a well-defined pullback map in cohomology
H•(ϕf ) : H
•(B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
)→ H•cb(L; L
∞(G/H)) .
Let (X,µX) be a standard Borel probability L-space . We already know that ρ
naturally induces a cocycle σρ : L × X → G
′ (see Definition 2.7). Moreover, the
measurable map ϕ can be used to define a generalized boundary map as follows
φ : G/Q×X → Y, φ(η, x) := ϕ(η) ,
for almost every η ∈ G/Q. Similarly, the fibered map induced by φ coincides with
the one induced by ϕ
(21) φ•f : (G/P )
•
f ×X → Y
•, φ•f (ξ, x) = ϕ
•
f (ξ) .
Proposition 4.7. In the situation of Setup 4.1, let ρ : L→ G′ be a continuous rep-
resentation and suppose there exists an essentially unique measurable ρ-equivariant
map ϕ : G/Q→ Y . Then, given ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
, we have
C•(ΦXf )(ψ) = C
•(ϕf )(ψ) .
Proof. The proof follows the line of Proposition 3.14 and it is an easy consequence
of the commutativity of the following diagram
B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′ C
•(φf )
//
C•(ϕf ) ((❘❘
❘❘
❘❘
❘❘
❘❘
❘❘
❘❘
L∞((G/P )•+1f ×X)
L
I•Xuu❦❦❦
❦❦
❦❦
❦❦
❦❦
❦❦
❦
L∞((G/P )•+1f )
L .
Indeed given ψ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
, we have
C•(ΦXf )(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) = (I
•
X ◦C
•(φf ))(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) =
= (I•X ◦C
•(ϕf ))(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) =
=
∫
X
ψ(ϕ•+1f (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1))dµX(x) =
= C•(ϕf )(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) .
This proves the commutativity of the diagram, whence the thesis. 
Remark 4.8. Notice that in Setup 4.1, we also assume the existence of a measurable
cocycle. However, we do not need this assumption in the previous result, since we
construct σρ from the given representation ρ.
Remark 4.9. Let ρ : L→ G′ be a continuous representation and suppose there exists
a ρ-equivariant measurable map ϕ : G/Q→ Y . By Proposition 3.14, we know that
C•(ΦX)(ψ) = C•(ϕ)(ψ) .
Hence, as a consequence of both Proposition 4.6 and Proposition 4.7, we obtain
C•(ϕf ) = C
•(ΦXf )(ψ) = C
•(m) ◦ C•(ΦX)(ψ) = C•(m) ◦ C•(ϕ)(ψ) .
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This shows that Proposition 4.6 can be interpreted as a generalization of the fac-
torization result in the case of representations stated by Burger and Iozzi [BI09,
Proposition 4.6].
Now we are finally ready to state and prove the fibered multiplicative formula
which extends both our easy multiplicative formula (Proposition 1) to the fibered
setting and Burger and Iozzi’s results for representations [BI09, Proposition 4.9,
Principle 4.11] to the wider setting of measurable cocycles.
Proposition 4.10 (Fibered multiplicative formula). In the situation of Setup 4.1,
we have the following:
(1) Let ψ′ ∈ B∞(Y •+1;R)G
′
be an everywhere defined G′-invariant cocycle and
let ψ ∈ L∞((G/Q)•+1)G be a G-invariant cocycle . Denote by Ψ ∈ H•cb(G;R)
the class of ψ. If we suppose that Ψ = trans•L[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)], then we have∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ•+1f (g.ξ1, . . . , g.ξ•+1, x))dµX(x)dµ(g) = C
•(m)(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1)+cobound. ,
for almost every (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) ∈ (G/P )
•+1
f .
(2) Suppose that H•cb(G;R)
∼= RΨ(= R[ψ]) and let λψ′,ψ(σ) ∈ R be the multi-
plicative constant associated to σ, ψ′, ψ. Then, we have∫
L\G
∫
X
ψ′(φ•+1f (g.ξ1, . . . , g.ξ•, x))dµX(x)dµ(g) = λψ′,ψ(σ)C
•(m)(ψ)(ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1)+cobound. ,
for almost every (ξ1, . . . , ξ•+1) ∈ (G/P )
•+1
f .
Proof. Ad 1. The proof is based on the commutativity of Diagram (9). Recall that
we have
H•cb(κG) ◦ trans
•
L = τ
•
G/P ◦ H
•
cb(κG) ,
where trans•L is the transfer map defined in Section 2.3 and τ
•
G/P is the transfer map
with coefficients defined in Section 2.5.
Since by hypothesis we know that
Ψ = trans•L[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)] ,
we can apply to both sides the map H•cb(κG) induced by the change of coefficients:
H•cb(κG)(Ψ) = H
•
cb(κG) ◦ trans
•
L[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)] = τ•G/P ◦H
•
cb(κG)[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)] .
Moreover, by Proposition 4.6 we have that
[C•(ΦXf )(ψ
′)] = H•cb(κG)[C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)] ,
which implies
H•cb(κG)(Ψ) = τ
•
G/P [C
•(ΦXf )(ψ
′)] .
The previous equality can be rewritten at the level of cochains
C•(m)(ψ) + δ•θ = τ̂•G/Q(C
•(ΦXf )(ψ
′)) ,
where θ ∈ L∞((G/P )•f )
G. This finishes the proof.
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Ad 2. If we have the isomorphism H•cb(G;R)
∼= RΨ, then there must exist a
multiplicative constant λψ′,ψ(σ) ∈ R such that
trans•L ◦ [C
•(ΦX)(ψ′)] = λψ′,ψ(σ)Ψ .
The claim now follows as a consequence of Ad 1. 
Remark 4.11. It is immediate to check that when H = G the content of Proposition
4.10 reduces to the easy multiplicative formula (Proposition 1).
Remark 4.12. Sometimes one can assume that there is no coboundary term in both
the equations which appear in Proposition 4.10. This assumptions is not too re-
strictive. Indeed, in presence of an ergodic action of H on the quotient (H/P )•, the
group G acts ergodically on the fibered product (G/P )•f (see [BI09, Remark 4.10]).
For instance this may happen when • = 2 and so L∞((G/P )2f )
∼= R. Hence, there
cannot be any coboundary term.
5. Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles of complex hyperbolic
lattices
Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice with n ≥ 2 and let (X,µX ) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space. Consider a cocycle σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1), where
we suppose m ≥ n. In this section we are going to define the Cartan invariant i(σ)
associated to σ. To this end, we have to assume the existence of an essentially unique
boundary map φ associated to σ. Since the pullback class along φ determines a
square integrable smooth 2-form on the complex hyperbolic space HnC, we will follow
the construction performed by Burger and Iozzi [BI07b]. Indeed, our numerical
invariant will extend the classic Cartan invariant associated to representations and
it will satisfy a rigidity result which may be interpreted as a Cartan theorem for
measurable cocycle. More precisely, we will show that the Cartan invariant of any
cocycle satisfies |i(σ)| ≤ 1. Moreover, we will prove that the maximum is attained
if and only if σ is cohomologous to the cocycle induced by the standard lattice
embedding i : Γ → PU(n, 1) ≤ PU(m, 1). To prove the latter result we will use our
fibered multiplicative formula described in Proposition 4.10.
5.1. Cartan invariant of measurable cocycles. Let us consider Cn,1, i.e. the
complex vector space Cn+1 endowed with the standard Hermitian form of signature
(n, 1) defined by
h : Cn+1×Cn+1 → C, h(v,w) =
n∑
i=1
viwi − vn+1wn+1 .
If we denote by V− the cone of negative vectors
V− := {v ∈ C
n,1 |h(v, v) < 0} ,
the complex n-dimensional hyperbolic space HnC is the projectivization of the negative
cone P(V−) equipped with the unique distance d satisfying
cosh2 d([v], [w]) :=
h(v,w)h(w, v)
h(v, v)h(w,w)
,
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for every v,w ∈ Cn,1. The complex n-dimensional hyperbolic space HnC endowed
with this metric structure becomes a simply connected Riemannian manifold whose
sectional curvature varies between −4 and −1. Since its isometry group is PU(n, 1),
the complex hyperbolic space can be alternatively interpreted as the global sym-
metric space naturally associated to PU(n, 1).
For any k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, a k-plane is a totally geodesic isometric copy of HkC
holomorphically embedded in HnC. Of course, when k = 1 we find the usual notion
of complex geodesic.
For our purposes we will be mainly interested in the boundary at infinity ∂∞H
n
C
of the complex hyperbolic space. This boundary can be identified with a (2n − 1)-
dimensional sphere corresponding to the projectivization of the null cone
V0 = {v ∈ C
n+1 |h(v, v) = 0} .
Notice that the boundary of a k-plane in ∂∞H
n
C consists of an embedded copy of
∂∞H
k
C. We refer to the latter as a k-chain, or simply chain if k = 1. Since any
chain is completely determined by any two points lying on it, two distinct chains
are either disjoint or they meet exactly in one point.
Consider now the Hermitian triple product
〈·, ·, ·〉 : (Cn,1)3 → C, 〈z1, z2, z3〉 := h(z1, z2)h(z2, z3)h(z3, z1) .
If we denote by (∂∞H
n
C)
(3) the set of triples of distinct points on the boundary at
infinity, the triple product allows us to define the following function
cn : (∂∞H
n
C)
(3) → [−1, 1], cn(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) :=
2
π
arg(z1, z2, z3) ,
where ξi = [zi] and we choose the branch of the argument function such that arg(z) ∈
[−π/2, π/2]. It can be seen that cn extends to a PU(n, 1)-invariant alternating Borel
cocycle on the whole (∂∞H
n
C)
3. This produces an element
cn ∈ B
∞
alt((∂∞H
n
C)
3;R)PU(n,1) .
The previous cocycle cn is called Cartan cocycle. As explained in Section 2.2, the
Cartan cocycle naturally determines a class in the one-dimensional bounded coho-
mology group H2cb(PU(n, 1);R) (see for instance [BI07a, Section 5]).
Let ωn ∈ Ω
2(HnC) be the Ka¨hler 2-form, which is PU(n, 1)-invariant. By the Van
Est isomorphism [Gui80, Corollary 7.2] we know that Ω2(HnC)
PU(n,1) is naturally
isomorphic to H2c(PU(n, 1);R) and hence ωn determines a continuous cohomology
class κn, called Ka¨hler class. Since the Ka¨hler class is bounded, it lies in the image
of the comparison map
comp2 : H2cb(PU(n, 1);R)→ H
2
c(PU(n, 1);R) .
Hence, it comes from a class κbn ∈ H
2
cb(PU(n, 1);R) which can be considered as a
generator. The latter element kbn is called bounded Ka¨hler class. One can express
the relation between the class determined by the Cartan cocycle and the bounded
Ka¨hler class as follows
[cn] =
κbn
π
∈ H2cb(PU(n, 1);R) .
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The previous formula shows that the cocycle πcn is a natural representative for the
bounded Ka¨hler class.
We are now ready to define the Cartan invariant associated to a measurable
cocycle. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice, with n ≥ 2. Let (X,µX) be
a standard Borel probability Γ-space. Consider a measurable cocycle σ : Γ ×X →
PU(m, 1), wherem ≥ n. Assume that σ admits an essentially unique boundary map
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Following Definition 3.8 we consider the pullback along
the boundary map φ of the cocycle πcm:
C2(ΦX)(πcm) ∈ L
∞
alt((∂∞H
n
C)
3;R)Γ .
Thus, as explained in Section 2.4, we know that the previous cocycle canonically
determines a bounded Γ-invariant differential forms via the map
δ̂2∞ : L
∞
alt((∂∞H
n
C)
3;R)Γ → Ω2∞(H
n
C)
Γ ,
restricted to Γ-invariants. Moreover, recall that the space of bounded differen-
tial forms naturally injects into the space of invariant L2-forms via the injection
i22 : Ω
2
∞(H
n
C)
Γ → Ω22(H
n
C)
Γ, and hence we obtain a map
δ̂22 : L
∞
alt((∂∞H
n
C)
3;R)Γ → Ω22(H
n
C)
Γ .
The map above allows to us define the following differential 2-form
ωn(σ) := δ̂
2
2(C
2(ΦX)(πcm)) ∈ Ω
2
2(H
2
C)
Γ .
Let now M := Γ\HnC be the complex hyperbolic manifold of finite volume asso-
ciated to Γ. Being bounded and PU(n, 1)-invariant, the Ka¨hler form ωn descends
naturally to a differential 2-forms ωM which lies in H
2
(2)(M ;R) := H
2(Ω•2(M ;R)).
Similarly, the Γ-invariance of ω(σ) implies that we may interpret it as a differential
2-form on M and hence it determines an element in H2(2)(M ;R).
Definition 5.1. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice. Let (X,µX) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space. Consider a measurable cocycle σ : Γ × X →
PU(m, 1), withm ≥ n ≥ 2. Suppose that there exists an essentially unique boundary
map φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . We define the Cartan invariant associated to the
cocycle σ to be the following numerical invariant
i(σ) :=
〈ωn(σ), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
=
〈δ̂22(C
2(ΦX)(πcn)), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
,
where 〈·, ·〉 denotes the usual inner product on the space of L2-forms.
Remark 5.2. It is worth noticing that when Γ is a uniform lattice (and so M = Γ/
X is compact) it follows that H2(2)(M ;R)
∼= H2dR(M ;R) as a consequence of Hodge
theory. In particular, in this context both ω(σ) and ωM can be interpreted as
elements of H2dR(M ;R).
Since any representation ρ : Γ → PU(m, 1) naturally determines a measurable
cocycle σρ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1), a natural question is whether there exists a relation
between the Cartan invariant associated to ρ defined by Burger and Iozzi [BI07b]
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and our Cartan invariant of σρ just introduced. Assuming ρ non-elementary, we are
going to answer affirmatively to the latter question in the following:
Proposition 5.3. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and consider a non-
elementary representation ρ : Γ → PU(m, 1), where m ≥ n ≥ 2. For any stan-
dard Borel probability Γ-space (X,µX), given the measurable cocycle associated to
ρ, σρ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1), we have
i(σρ) = iρ .
Proof. Since the representation ρ is non-elementary, we know that there exists a
boundary map ϕ : ∂∞H
n
C → ∂∞H
m
C which is essentially unique by the doubly ergodic
action of Γ on ∂∞H
n
C (see for instance [BM96]).
Recall that, given any standard Borel probability Γ-space (X,µX), the measurable
cocycle σρ associated to the representation ρ is defined by
σρ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1), σρ(γ, x) := ρ(γ) ,
for every γ ∈ Γ and almost every x ∈ X. Moreover, the associated boundary map
is defined as
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C , φ(ξ, x) := ϕ(ξ) ,
for almost every ξ ∈ ∂∞H
n
C and almost every x ∈ X. Recall now that δ̂
2
2(C
2(ϕ)(πcm))
is a natural representative for the class ρ2(2)(κm) ∈ H
2
(2)(M ;R), where the map
ρ2(2) : H
2
c(PU(m, 1);R)→ H
2
(2)(M ;R)
is the one defined by Burger and Iozzi [BI07a, Corollary 6]. Since Proposition 3.14
implies
C2(ΦX)(πcm) = C
2(ϕ)(πcm) ,
we get the following chain of equalities
i(σ) =
〈δ̂22(C
2(ΦX)(πcm)), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
=
〈δ̂22(C
2(ϕ)(πcm)), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
=
〈ρ22(κm), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
= iρ .
This finishes the proof. 
We conclude this section by showing that the Cartan invariant is constant along
the PU(m, 1)-cohomology class of the cocycle σ : Γ × X → PU(m, 1). This result
generalizes the invariance of the classic Cartan invariant of representations with
respect to the action of PU(m, 1) given by conjugacy.
Proposition 5.4. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and let (X,µX ) be
a standard Borel probability Γ-space. Given m ≥ n ≥ 2, we consider a measurable
cocycle σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1). Assume that σ admits an essentially unique boundary
map φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . For any measurable map f : X → PU(m, 1), we have
i(f.σ) = i(σ) ,
where f.σ is the cocycle twisted by f .
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Proof. By Definition 2.5 and 2.6, recall that the twisted cocycle
f.σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1), (f.σ)(γ, x) := f(γ.x)−1σ(γ, x)f(x) ,
admits as essentially unique boundary map
f.φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C , (f.φ)(ξ, x) = f(x)
−1φ(ξ, x) ,
for almost every ξ ∈ ∂∞H
n
C and almost every x ∈ X.
Since thanks to Proposition 3.12 we know that
C2(f.ΦX)(πcm) = C
2(ΦX)(πcm) ,
it is immediate to check that
i(f.σ) =
〈δ̂22(C
2(f.ΦX)(πcm)), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
=
〈δ̂22(C
2(ΦX)(πcm)), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
= i(σ) .
This finishes the proof. 
5.2. The Cartan invariant as a multiplicative constant. As discussed so far
we can interpret the Cartan invariant associated to measurable cocycles as an ex-
tension of the ordinary Cartan invariant for representations. In this section we show
that the Cartan invariant is in fact a multiplicative constant in the sense of Defini-
tion 3.16. Thanks to this interpretation, we will get a Milnor-Wood type inequality
for the Cartan invariant (Corollary 5.7). Moreover, we are going to investigate the
relation between the vanishing of the Cartan invariant and the totally real condi-
tion of the associated cocycle (see Definition 5.8). This will provide an extension
of a result by Burger and Iozzi [BI12, Theorem 1.1] to the setting of measurable
cocycle. We conclude this section by showing that maximal measurable cocycles
can be trivialized, i.e. they are rigid. The proof of the latter statement is based on
Proposition 4.10.
Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and let (X,µX) be a standard Borel
probability Γ-space . Suppose that σ : Γ ×X → PU(m, 1) is a measurable cocycle
with essentially unique boundary map φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Here, we always
assume m ≥ n ≥ 2.
Recall that the (bounded) Ka¨hler class κn is a generator of the (bounded) con-
tinuous cohomology group H2(c)b(PU(n, 1);R) [BI07a, Section 5]. This means that
H2c(PU(n, 1);R)
∼= H2cb(PU(n, 1);R) = Rκn = R[πcn] .
Hence, our setting satisfies the hypothesis of Proposition 1.2. Thus, given the Borel
cocycles cm ∈ B
∞((∂∞H
m
C )
3;R)PU(m,1) and cn ∈ L
∞(∂∞H
n
C)
3;R)PU(n,1), we can
consider the multiplicative constant λcm,cn(σ) associated to σ, cm, cn. For ease of
notation, we will simply denote by λm,n(σ) the previous multiplicative constant.
The following result shows that the Cartan invariant agrees with the multiplicative
constant λm,n(σ).
Proposition 5.5. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and let (X,µX ) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space. Given a measurable cocycle σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1)
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with m ≥ n ≥ 2, assume that it admits an essentially unique boundary map
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Then, we have
i(σ) = λm,n(σ) .
Proof. As already mentioned in Section 2.4, recall that the space Ω2(HnC)
PU(n,1) is
isomorphic to the subspace RωM of the space H
2(Ω•2(H
n
C)
Γ). In particular, the
previous isomorphism sends the generator ωM to the Ka¨hler form ωn. According
to this observation, we can adapt Diagram (4) to our context. This produces the
following commutative diagram
H2(B∞alt((∂∞H
m
C )
•+1;R)PU(m,1))
H2(ΦX)

H2b(Γ;R)
trans2Γ

δ22,Γ
// H2(Ω•2(H
n
C)
Γ)
j22
// RωM
∼=

H2cb(PU(n, 1);R)
comp2
PU(n,1)
// H2c(PU(n, 1);R)
(V E2
PU(n,1)
)−1
// Ω2(HnC)
PU(n,1) .
By Definition 3.16 we know that
comp2PU(n,1)
(
trans2Γ[C
2(ΦX)(πcm)]
)
= λm,n(σ)comp
2
PU(n,1)(κ
b
n) = λm,n(σ)κn .
Applying the inverse of the Van Est isomorphism [Gui80, Corollary 7.2] we obtain
(V E2PU(n,1))
−1(λm,n(σ)(κn)) = λm,n(σ)ωn .
Since we know that the map j22 : H
2(Ω•2(H
n
C)
Γ)→ RωM is an orthogonal projector,
we know that
j22(δ
2
2,Γ[C
2(ΦX)(πcm)]) = j
2
2(ω(σ)) =
〈ω(σ), ωM 〉
〈ωM , ωM 〉
ωM = i(σ)ωM .
Then, the commutativity of the diagram above implies
λm,n(σ) = i(σ) ,
as claimed. 
Remark 5.6. When σ is the cocycle associated to a non-elementary representation
ρ : Γ → PU(m, 1), it is easy to verify that the multiplicative constant λm,n(σ) be-
comes the bounded Toledo invariant tb(ρ). This allows us to interpret the previous
proposition as a generalization of [BI07a, Lemma 5.3].
Thanks to Proposition 5.5, we easily obtain a Milnor-Wood type inequality for
the Cartan invariant.
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Corollary 5.7. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and let (X,µX) be stan-
dard Borel probability Γ-space. When m ≥ n ≥ 2, consider a measurable co-
cycle σ : Γ × X → PU(m, 1) which admits an essentially unique boundary map
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Then, we have
|i(σ)| ≤ 1 .
Proof. By Proposition 5.5 we know that the Cartan invariant i(σ) is equal to the
multiplicative constant associated to σ, cm, cn:
i(σ) = λm,n(σ) .
Using the definition of multiplicative constant, the equation above implies
i(σ)κbn = trans
2
Γ[C
2(ΦX)(πcm)] ,
where κbn is the bounded Ka¨hler class.
Recall that ‖cm‖∞ = ‖cn‖∞ = 1 [Gol99, Chapter 7]. Then, since the action of Γ
on ∂∞H
n
C is doubly ergodic, we have
i(σ)cn = t̂rans
2
Γ
(
C2(ΦX)(cm)
)
at the level of alternating cochains. Hence, the setup of Proposition 3.17 is satisfied
and we get the thesis. 
Before studying the rigidity property of the Cartan invariant, we investigate now
for which conditions the Cartan invariant of a measurable cocycles vanishes. To this
end, we need to introduce the notion of totally real measurable cocycle. For any
fixed integer 1 ≤ k ≤ m, the upper-left corner injection is the following morphism
PO(k, 1)→ PO(m, 1), g 7→
(
g 0
0 Im−k
)
,
where Im−k denotes the identity matrix of order (m− k).
Definition 5.8. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and let (X,µX) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space. A measurable cocycle σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1) is
said to be totally real if it is cohomologous to a cocycle
σreal : Γ×X → PO(k, 1) ,
where 1 ≤ k ≤ m and we interpret PO(k, 1) as a subgroup of PO(m, 1) ≤ PU(m, 1)
via the upper-left corner injection.
Remark 5.9. Following the same terminology used by Zimmer [Zim84, Chapter 9.2],
we may say that a measurable cocycle σ : Γ × X → PU(m, 1) is totally real if its
algebraic hull is the group PO(k, 1) for some k ≥ 1.
Before moving on we need to recall some notation. We denote by 2∂∞ H
m
C the
set of closed subsets in ∂∞H
m
C endowed with the Wisjman topology. Following
Furstenberg [Fur81], we say that a measurable map Ψ : X → 2∂∞ H
m
C is σ-equivariant
if Ψ(γ.x) = σ(γ, x)Ψ(x). A measurable map Ψ : X → 2∂∞ H
m
C is minimal if for any
other measurable σ-equivariant map Ψ′ : X → 2∂∞ H
m
C , for almost every x ∈ X
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we have Ψ(x) ⊆ Ψ′(x) as subsets of ∂∞H
m
C . We say that a boundary map φ :
∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C is minimal if the map Ψ(x) := Im(φx) is minimal.
The notion of totally real cocycles is strictly related with the vanishing of the
Cartan invariant. The relation is completely described by the following result which
extends to measurable cocycles a work by Burger and Iozzi [BI12, Theorem 1.1] for
representations.
Theorem 2. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and and let (X,µX) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space. Given a measurable cocycle σ : Γ×X → PU(m, 1)
with m ≥ n ≥ 2, assume that there exists an essentially unique boundary map
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Then, we have the followings
(1) If σ is totally real, then i(σ) = 0;
(2) If Γ acts ergodically on X, φ is minimal and C2(φ) = 0, then σ is totally
real.
Proof. Ad 1. Since by Proposition 5.4 the Cartan invariant is invariant along the
PU(m, 1)-cohomology class of σ, we can suppose without loss of generality that σ
takes values in PO(k, 1) for some 1 ≤ k ≤ m:
σ : Γ×X → PO(k, 1) ≤ PU(m, 1) .
Moreover, it is easy to check that we can restrict the image of the boundary map φ
to a suitable (k − 1)-dimensional sphere
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
k
R ,
where HkR is the PO(k, 1)-invariant copy of the real hyperbolic k-space embedded
into HmC .
For almost every x ∈ X, we define φx : ∂∞H
n
C → ∂∞H
k
R by φx(ξ) := φ(ξ, x).
Since X is a standard Borel space, the map φx is measurable for almost every
x ∈ X [FMW04, Lemma 2.6].
Recall by Proposition 5.5 that i(σ) = λm,n(σ) and as already shown in its proof,
we have
t̂rans
2
Γ
(
C2(ΦX)(cm)
)
= i(σ)cn
at the level of cochains. By rewriting explicitly the equality above, we get∫
Γ\PU(n,1)
∫
X
cm(φx(g.ξ1), φx(g.ξ2), φx(g.ξ3))dµX (x)dµ(g) = i(σ)c(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) ,
for almost every ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 ∈ ∂∞H
n
C. Here µ is the PU(n, 1)-invariant probability
measure on Γ\PU(n, 1). Since φx takes values into the sphere ∂∞H
k
R for almost
every x ∈ X, by [BI12, Corollary 3.1] we have that
cm(φx(g.ξ1), φx(g.ξ2), φx(g.ξ3)) = 0 ,
for almost every x ∈ X and almost every g ∈ Γ\PU(n, 1). Hence, the equality
i(σ) = 0, as desired.
Ad 2. Suppose that C2(φ)(cm) = 0. This means that
cm(φx(ξ1), φx(ξ2), φx(ξ3)) = 0 ,
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for almost every x ∈ X and almost every ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 ∈ ∂∞H
n
C. Since the closed-valued
map Ψ(x) := EssIm(φx) is σ-equivariant by the equivariance of φ, the minimality
of the latter implies that
Im(φx) ⊂ Im(φx) ⊂ EssIm(φx)
for almost every x ∈ X. Since the Cartan cocycle vanishes identically on EssIm(φx),
by [BI12, Corollary 3.1] it follows that for almost every x ∈ X, there exists an integer
1 ≤ k(x) ≤ m and a suitable (k(x) − 1)-sphere Sx embedded in ∂∞H
m
C , such that
we can restrict the image of φx to Sx, that is
φx : ∂∞H
n
C → Sx .
By the σ-equivariance of the map φ and the cocycle condition on σ we have that
Sγ.x = σ(γ, x)Sx ,
for every γ ∈ Γ and almost every x ∈ X. By keeping the notation k(x) = dimR Sx,
the previous condition implies that the dimension essentially constant and we denote
it by k.
If we denote by Meas(∂∞H
k
R, ∂∞H
m
C ) the space of measurable functions with its
natural topology, this space clearly contains all the possible embeddings of ∂∞H
k
R
into ∂∞H
m
C . By identifying any embedding with its image, we get a function
S : X → Meas(∂∞H
k
R, ∂∞H
m
C ), S(x) := Sx .
Recall that PU(m, 1) acts on the space Meas(∂∞H
k
R, ∂∞H
m
C ) via left translation,
that is (g.φ)(ζ) = gφ(ζ) for every g ∈ PU(m, 1) and ζ ∈ ∂∞H
k
R. Since this action is
smooth and hence the quotient is countably separated. If we denote by
S : X → Meas(∂∞H
k
R, ∂∞H
m
C )/PU(m, 1)
the map induced on the space of PU(m, 1)-orbits. The σ-equivariance of the family
{Sx}x∈X , that is Sγ.x = σ(γ, x)Sx, implies that
S(γ.x) = S(x).
Again by the ergodicity of the Γ-action onX, it follows that S is essentially constant.
Hence there exists a measurable function f : X → PU(m, 1) such that
Sx = f(x)Sx0 ,
for a fixed x0 ∈ X and almost every x ∈ X. It easy to verify that f.σ has image
contained into StabPU(m,1)(Sx0)
∼= PO(k, 1), and the claim is proved. 
After having characterized the totally real measurable cocycles, we discuss now
the maximal ones. More precisely, we are going to show that if a measurable cocycle
has maximal Cartan invariant, then it is cohomologous to the cocycle associated to
the standard lattice embedding i : Γ → PU(n, 1) ≤ PU(m, 1) (see Theorem 3). To
this end, we have to rewrite the fibered multiplicative formula (Proposition 4.10) in
this setting. First, we introduce some notations. Denote by Cn the set of all the
possible chains in ∂∞H
n
C:
Cn := {C ⊂ ∂∞H
n
C |C is a chain} .
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Then, we define the configuration space of k-tuples of points on a chain as follows
C [k]n := {(C, ξ1, . . . , ξk) ∈ Cn×(∂∞H
n
C)
k|C ∈ Cn, ξ1, . . . , ξk ∈ C} .
Notice that Cn can be realized as homogeneous space of the group PU(n, 1). Indeed,
denote the stabilizer of a fixed chain C0 ∈ Cn by
H := StabPU(n,1)(C0) .
The group H is isomorphic to the group P(U(1, 1)×U(n− 1)) and since the action
of PU(n, 1) on Cn is transitive (being transitive on pair of distinct points of ∂∞H
n
C),
we immediately get a PU(n, 1)-equivariant measure-class-preserving diffeomorphism
evC0 : PU(n, 1)/H → Cn, evC0(gH) = g.C0 .
Similarly, let ξ0 ∈ ∂∞H
n
C be a fixed basepoint and let
Q = StabPU(n,1)(ξ0)
be the associated stabilizer in PU(n, 1). Set P := Q ∩H. We can define the map
evC0,ξ0 : PU(n, 1)/P → C
[1]
n , evC0,ξ0(gP ) := (g.C0, g.ξ0) .
The above map is a measure class preserving diffeomorphism which is PU(n, 1)-
equivariant with respect to the natural PU(n, 1)-action on PU(n, 1)/P and the di-
agonal action of PU(n, 1) on C
[1]
n , respectively. Since PU(n, 1)/P coincides with the
fibered product (PU(n, 1)/P )f associated to the projection
π : C[1]n → Cn, π(C, ξ) = C ,
the construction described above can be extended to every k ≥ 1. More precisely,
for every k ≥ 1 and (C0, ξ1, . . . , ξk) ∈ C
[k]
n , the map
evC0,ξ1,...,ξk : PU(n, 1) × (H/P )
k → C[k]n ,
evC0,ξ1,...,ξk(g, h1P, . . . , hkP ) := (g.C0, gh1.ξ1, . . . , ghk.ξk) ,
is H-invariant with respect to the action defined by Equation (5) and hence it in-
duces a measure-class-preserving diffeomorphism between C
[k]
n and the k-fold fibered
product:
evC0,ξ1,...,ξk : (PU(n, 1)/P )
k
f → C
[k]
n .
Consider now Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) a torsion-free lattice, with n ≥ 2. Let (X,µX) be
a standard Borel probability Γ-space. Let σ : Γ × X → PU(m, 1) be a measurable
cocycle with essentially unique boundary map φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C , where m ≥
n. If we now restrict the boundary map φ to a chain C ∈ Cn, by Fubini’s Theorem
we have that the map
φC : C ×X → ∂∞H
m
C ,
is measurable and σ-equivariant
φγ.C(γ.ξ, γ.x) = σ(γ, x)φC (ξ, x) ,
for every γ ∈ Γ and almost every C ∈ Cn, ξ ∈ C, x ∈ X. The map above allows us
to define the following map
φ[3] : C [3]n ×X → (∂∞H
m
C )
3 ,
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φ[3]((C, ξ1, ξ2, ξ3), x) := (φC(ξ1, x), φC (ξ2, x), φC (ξ3, x)) .
We are now ready to rewrite the fibered multiplicative formula (Proposition 4.10.2)
in this specific context.
Proposition 4. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice and let (X,µX) be a
standard Borel probability Γ-space . Consider a measurable cocycle σ : Γ × X →
PU(m, 1) with m ≥ n ≥ 2. Assume there exists an essentially unique boundary map
φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C . Denote by φ
[3] : C
[3]
n ×X → (∂∞H
m
C )
3 the map induced on
the configuration space C
[3]
n . Then, we have∫
Γ\PU(n,1)
∫
X
cm(φ
[3]((g.C, gξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3), x))dµX (x)dµ(g) = i(σ)cn(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) ,
for almost every C ∈ Cn and ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 ∈ C. Here µ is the PU(n, 1)-invariant proba-
bility measure on Γ\PU(n, 1).
Proof. Let P,H,Q ≤ PU(n, 1) be as in the discussion above. Since Q is the parabolic
stabilizer of a point ξ0 ∈ ∂∞H
n
C, it is an amenable group. The same also holds for
P being a closed subgroup of the amenable group Q. Notice that H acts ergodically
on the product (H/P )2 and hence by Remark 4.12, there are no coboundary terms
appearing in the fibered multiplicative formula (Proposition 4.10.2).
In order to satisfy Setup 4.1 and apply Proposition 4.10.2, we set
L = Γ, G = PU(n, 1), G′ = PU(m, 1) and Y = ∂∞H
m
C .
Moreover, we take
ψ′ = cm ∈ B
∞((∂∞H
m
C )
3;R)PU(m,1) and ψ = cn ∈ L
∞((∂∞H
n
C)
3;R)PU(n,1) .
Then, since
λm,n(σ)κ
b
n = λm,n(σ)[πcn] = trans
2
Γ[C
2(ΦX)(πcm)] ,
we have∫
Γ\PU(n,1)
∫
X
cm(φ
3
f (g.ξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3, x))dµX (x)dµ(g) = λm,n(σ)cn(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) .
The thesis now follows from Proposition 5.5, which implies λm,n(σ) = i(σ). Notice
that the discussion above shows that φ3f = φ
[3]. 
As a consequence of Proposition 4, we obtain our main rigidity theorem.
Theorem 3. Let Γ ≤ PU(n, 1) be a torsion-free lattice, with n ≥ 2. Let (X,µX )
be a standard Borel probability Γ-space . Given a measurable cocycle σ : Γ ×X →
PU(m, 1) with essentially unique boundary map φ : ∂∞H
n
C×X → ∂∞H
m
C , we have
|i(σ)| ≤ 1 .
In particular, i(σ) = 1 if and only if σ is cohomologous to the cocycle σi induced by
the standard lattice embedding i : Γ→ PU(n, 1) ≤ PU(m, 1), where PU(n, 1) is seen
as a subgroup of PU(m, 1) via the upper-left corner injection.
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Proof. Assume that σ is maximal, i.e. i(σ) = 1. If we substitute this value in the
formula of Proposition 4, we get that∫
Γ\PU(n,1)
∫
X
cm(φ
[3]((g.C, g.ξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3), x))dµX (x)dµ(g) = cn(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) ,
for almost every C ∈ Cn and ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 ∈ C. Let us take a chain C ∈ Cn and a
triple of points ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 ∈ C such that cn(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) = 1. Then, the previous formula
implies
(22)
∫
Γ\PU(n,1)
∫
X
cm(φ
[3]((g.C, g.ξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3), x))dµX (x)dµ(g) = 1 .
As a consequence of Equation (22), we obtain
cm(φ
[3]((g.C, g.ξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3), x)) = 1 ,
for almost every g ∈ Γ\PU(n, 1) and almost every x ∈ X. The σ-equivariance of
the map φ[3] implies that
(23) cm(φ
[3]((g.C, g.ξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3), x)) = 1
still holds for almost every g ∈ PU(n, 1) and almost every x ∈ X.
Now for almost every x ∈ X we define φx : ∂∞H
n
C → ∂∞H
m
C by φx(ξ) := φ(ξ, x).
By construction the functions φx are measurable for almost every x ∈ X [FMW04,
Lemma 2.6]. If we restrict these measurable functions to a chain C ∈ Cn, we obtain
for almost every C ∈ Cn a measurable map
φx,C : C → ∂∞H
m
C .
Hence, we can consider the following measurable map
φ[3]x : C
[3]
n → (∂∞H
m
C )
3, φ[3]x (C, ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) := (φx,C(ξ1), φx,C(ξ2), φx,C(ξ3)) .
If we rewrite Equation (23) via φ
[3]
x , we get
cm(φ
[3]
x (g.C, g.ξ1, g.ξ2, g.ξ3)) = cm(φx,g.C(g.ξ1), φx,g.C(g.ξ2), φx,g.C(g.ξ3)) = 1
for almost every g ∈ PU(n, 1) and almost every x ∈ X. The latter equation implies
that φx satisfies the hypothesis of [BI07b, Theorem 2.1] and hence it is induced by
an isometric holomorphic embedding of HnC in H
m
C . More precisely, let us consider
the upper-left corner injection given by
in,m : PU(n, 1)→ PU(m, 1), in,m(g) =
(
g 0
0 Im−n,
)
where Im−n is the identity matrix of order (m − n). This map induces a natural
embedding  : HnC → H
m
C which is in,m-equivariant and any other isometric holo-
morphic embedding is given by g ◦ , where g ∈ PU(m, 1). By [BI07b, Theorem 2.1]
there exists f(x) ∈ PU(m, 1) such that
φx(ξ) = f(x)(ξ) ,
for almost every ξ ∈ ∂∞H
n
C. In this way we get a map f : X → PU(m, 1).
Since by assumption X is a standard Borel space, the measurability of f follows
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by Fisher, Morris and Whyte [FMW04, Lemma 2.6]. Indeed the map φ̂ : X →
Meas(∂∞H
n
C, ∂∞H
m
C ), φ̂(x) := φx is measurable. The thesis now follows by apply-
ing a result of Bader, Furman and Sauer [BFS13, Proposition 3.2], as we did in
Theorem 3.20.

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